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 The purpose of this study is to determine to what degree local government 
officials in Virginia support fiscal autonomy for locally elected School Boards in the 
state.  Currently School Boards in Virginia do not have the ability to raise their own 
revenues and must depend on the local City Council or Board of Supervisors to 
appropriate school funding each year.   
 Many more states in the nation allow local School Boards to raise their own 
revenues than not, and some would argue that Virginia’s system is an inferior form of 
local government having a negative effect on K-12 education in the state.  Others would 
viii 
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argue that Virginia’s current system works quite well and to give taxing authority to 
local School Boards would degrade the quality of K-12 education in the state.   
 To set the national context for this question a comparative survey was done of 
all fifty state systems in the nation to learn the differences between state systems for 
funding K-12 education.  Second, a survey was conducted of 1,782 Virginia public 
officials whose professional lives would be affected by a change to allow local School 
Boards to raise their own revenue.  These officials were asked a variety of questions the 
answers to which tell us whether they view fiscal autonomy for School Boards as 
progress.  Finally, statistical analyses are performed on the responses to the survey 
using the public officials’ positions and their region of the state as variables.  Through 
this statistical analysis we are able to determine whether position or region of the state 
have a significant affect on answers to the survey questions.    
   
CHAPTER 1  INTRODUCTION 
 
 Prior to 1992 in Virginia, City Councils in cities and Boards of Supervisors in 
counties appointed School Board members in their respective localities.  Since 1992 
cities and counties in Virginia have been enabled by the General Assembly to elect their 
local School Board members if they wish to do so.  The choice of whether to elect 
School Board members is made by each locality through a referendum.   
 People who are familiar with the legislative process leading to elected School 
Boards in Virginia may wonder whether providing elected School Boards in Virginia 
with taxing authority is in the state’s future.  Currently School Boards in Virginia 
receive a large portion of their funding from the local City Council or Board of 
Supervisors.   
 This study proposes research to answer the question, “To what degree do local 
government officials in Virginia support fiscal autonomy for locally elected School 
Boards in the state?”   
Before conducting the survey a comparative review was done of the other forty-
nine states providing insight on the systems that they use for funding their local school 
systems.  In particular the study focused on whether each state has elected School 
Boards, whether each state allows its local School Boards to have taxing authority, and 
if so, in what form?  This dissertation reviews all of the precursors necessary for local 
School Boards in Virginia to acquire taxing authority such as changes to the state 
1 
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constitution, local referendums, legislation that would have to be adopted by the 
Virginia General Assembly and a timetable for the process.   
We also wish to know the opinion of public officials in Virginia regarding the 
efficacy of elected School Boards during their brief history.  To gather opinions on all 
of these questions and more, a survey was completed in early 2008 of almost eighteen 
hundred local officials in the state.  The results of that survey will be discussed later in 
this dissertation.   
 
 
 
CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 Literature specific to the subject of School Board taxing authority in Virginia is 
rare.  Neither is there much academic literature on whether School Boards in any state 
should have taxing authority.  The Virginia School Boards Association (VSBA) did 
publish a report in 1998 that deals with the subject.1  In it they reference the fact that in 
1998, 97% of all School Boards nationally were elected.  Of those, just over 75% had 
taxing authority.  According to the report 26 states in the United States had, at the time 
of the study, elected School Boards with taxing authority.   
 The VSBA report indicates that elected School Board members in Virginia are 
very independent and are more inclined to support fiscal independence of School 
Boards than not.  Elected School Board members with this opinion indicate that it is not 
practical for one elected board (School Board) to be subject to the budget and taxing 
decisions of another elected body (City Council or Board of Supervisors).  The report 
points out though that there may be some elected School Board members who would 
prefer that the local City Council or Board of Supervisors continue to have to deal with 
the unpleasant aspects of local taxation that involve real property assessments, holding 
public hearings, setting tax rates and making budget decisions that affect local school 
systems.     
                                                 
1 Virginia School Boards Association, Taxing Authority of School Boards, (July, 1998). 
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 The report discusses how local City Councils and Boards of Supervisors may 
view the issue.  Some may advocate that having School Boards with taxing authority 
would relieve the local governing body of funding operations (schools) for which they 
make no policy decisions.  Funding of schools usually presents a difficult budget 
problem each year and some local governing bodies may wish to be rid of the issue by 
giving taxing authority to School Boards. Other local governing bodies may be reluctant 
to relinquish the power that comes with controlling the gross budget of such a large 
government agency as a school system.  In addition if taxing authority is given to the 
local School Board the local governing body loses almost all leverage with which to 
influence school policy.   
 The VSBA report goes on to indicate the official positions on the issue of three 
major governmental associations in Virginia.  In 1996 the VSBA went on record as 
supporting changes to the state code that would provide fiscal independence to elected 
School Boards on a local option basis.  The Virginia Municipal League (VML) is an 
association with membership made up mostly of cities and towns in the state formed to 
further their interests mainly through lobbying.  The VSBA indicated in its 1998 report 
that VML had adopted a policy statement supporting changes to the state code that 
would allow local referenda on granting taxing authority to locally elected School 
Boards.  The Executive Director of the Virginia Municipal League, Mr. Michael Amyx, 
tells us today that VML has not taken any position for several years on the issue of 
taxing authority for local School Boards, and he does not foresee them doing so in the 
 
5 
near future.2  The Virginia Association of Counties (VACO) whose members are 
counties in Virginia that have organized for the purpose of furthering the interests of 
counties in the state.  From 1996 to 1999 VACO had a policy position in opposition to 
changing the state code to allow locally elected School Boards to have taxing authority.  
However, beginning in 2000, other tax policy issues took precedence and since 1999 
VACO has not taken a position on School Boards in Virginia obtaining taxing 
authority.3     
Berkman and Plutzer have written on the democratic processes practiced by 
School Boards in the United States, on the political ramifications of those processes, 
and on the effectiveness of School Boards in carrying out the public will.  In Ten 
Thousand Democracies, Berkman and Plutzer explore the policy responsiveness of 
local School Boards, defined as how much School Boards spend on K-12 education and 
whether these spending policies comport with the preferences of the citizens who live in 
those districts.4  In the book the policy responsiveness of School Boards is analyzed 
using spending as the dependent variable and preferences of citizens as the independent 
variable.   
Though it may be counterintuitive, Berkman and Plutzer find that the most 
responsive School Boards to the public will are not those that are elected, but are those 
                                                 
2 Michael Amyx, Executive Director, Virginia Municipal League.  Interviewed by author, 23 May 2006.   
3 James Campbell, Executive Director, Virginia Association of Counties.  Interviewed by author, 15 May 
2006.   
4 Berkman, Michael B. and Plutzer, Eric, “Ten Thousand Democracies,” Preface, George Washington 
University Press, (Washington: 2005).      
 
6 
that are appointed.5   This is not the case because School Boards that are appointed by 
Mayors, City Councils, or Boards of Supervisors are more democratic than elected 
School Boards, but is the case because Berkman and Plutzer have found that appointed 
School Boards more often reflect the demographics of the community thereby making 
the School Board more responsive to the public will.  This oddity may be attributed to 
at-large elections still used in many school districts across the country that sometimes 
result in School Boards that do not reflect community demographics.  The exact reasons 
however, are not clear.     
The finding that appointed School Boards and not elected School Boards are the 
more responsive to the public will is somewhat ironic when viewed in light of the 
history of appointed School Boards.  As Berkman and Plutzer point out, appointed 
School Boards rose out of the Progressive movement in the United States in the early 
Twentieth Century.  One objective of the Progressive movement was to address 
political corruption that had arisen in local government.  Another objective was to find 
the “one best way” to administer government, which often meant excluding the 
electorate from the process. The electorate’s judgment on who could best run the 
government was suspect in the eyes of Progressives.  Sometimes the exclusion of 
minorities was an underlying objective of appointed School Boards.  So it is very ironic 
when Berkman and Plutzer find that though appointed School Boards are the least used 
                                                 
5 Ibid, Chapter Five. 
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method of filling School Board seats, it is the method that best represents the 
demographics of the community.6     
Berkman and Plutzer conclude that local School Boards in the United States are 
remarkably responsive to the public will and are relatively unaffected by local interest 
groups such as teachers’ unions, trying to affect public spending on schools.  Berkman 
and Plutzer also perform some interesting analysis on the differences in opinion on 
school spending based on variables such as homeownership, whether parents have 
children in school, and senior citizenship.  While these groups may have well defined 
opinions on school spending, Berkman and Plutzer find that their effect on spending on 
local schools is negligible.  Berkman and Plutzer find that the aggregate public will is 
that more funding be spent on the local school system and that local School Boards 
across the nation, in general, have responded to the public will.   
For a different view of the democratic process of governing schools there is Real 
Democracy, by Frank M. Bryan.  Bryan records the uniqueness of the Town Meeting 
form of government commonly used in New England, specifically, Vermont.  The 
Town Meeting is even more unique as it relates to the governance of schools.  Some 
towns address school governance at the same meeting at which they address local 
governance and some towns choose to hold a separate meeting to address school 
issues.7  Of course, the use of Town Meetings to govern a school system is a form of 
                                                 
6 Ibid, Chapter Eight. 
7 Bryan, Frank M., “Real Democracy,” Chapter 4, The University of Chicago Press, (Chicago: 2004).      
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direct democracy, as compared to elected School Boards used in other states where the 
representative form of democracy is used.  
The fascination of the Town Meeting in Vermont is that citizens do not govern 
themselves through elected representatives as most of us do.  Rather, the citizens 
attending the Town Meeting organize themselves, propose agendas for action (the 
warning), debate each item under consideration themselves, take simple majority votes, 
and thereby establish their own local laws and policies.  For those who live in a 
democracy, this seems to be the purest form of an elegant idea.   
In Political Community, Zeigler pursues two themes in reviewing the history of 
government from its beginning until about 1990.  The two themes are the conflict 
between individualism and collectivism, and the tension between the public and the 
private as they relate to the structure of government.8  Zeigler very adroitly reviews 
with us the history of human government as well as the various forms of government 
that have been used.  The variations include forms of democracy, forms of authoritarian 
governments, and forms of totalitarianism.  Relative to the various forms of democracy, 
Zeigler comments on the affect had by political parties, forms of election, and interest 
groups.  
The differences between various forms of government as explained by Zeigler 
provide a needed context that helps us to evaluate modern democratic systems against 
the other forms of government that the leading elite in many different societies have 
                                                 
8 Zeigler, Harmon, “Political Community,” Preface, Longman, (New York: 1990). 
 
9 
historically chosen.  Political Community is somewhat dated though in that it uses many 
references to current events in the 1970’s and 1980’s, and makes predictions based on 
these events that were not accurate.  For example, Zeigler predicts that Japan will be the 
dominant economic world power by the end of the century well surpassing the United 
States.9 
There is a good bit of analysis in the book however that we can relate to this 
study of taxation by local School Boards in Virginia.  While discussing American 
democracy Ziegler cites Hobbes, referring to American democracy as a utilitarian 
individualistic form of democracy that springs from the social contract ideas articulated 
by Hobbes.  As a social contract, citizens agree to share power with the government in 
order to advance their self-interest.10  This idea will have implications later as we talk 
about the form of school governance used here in Virginia.  
An interesting study published in 1972 is The Politics of Education in the States.  
In it, Zeigler and Johnson attempt to answer two questions: 
1. How are educational resources allocated in the fifty states?  
2. How do state legislators approach the budgeting and financing of 
education?11   
At the time of the writing, Zeigler and Johnson felt that no adequate model existed to 
explain the reasoning used by state legislatures in allocating educational resources and 
                                                 
9 Ibid, Epilogue. 
10 Ibid, Chapter 2. 
11 Johnson, Karl F. and Zeigler, Harmon, “The Politics of Education in the States,” Chapter 1, The Bobbs-
Merrill Company, Inc., (New York: 1972).   
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that what models did exist were dominated by economic factors that did not give 
sufficient weight to political factors involved in the allocation process.  They hoped to 
medy
s are allocated and make use of the General 
Systems Model to explain the process. 
 
f resources to local schools greatly depended on per 
                                                
re  this situation in their book.   
 Zeigler and Johnson observe that most writers of the time believed economics 
determined how educational resource
Feedback
Figure 1:  General Systems Model 
Relative to this model Zeigler and Johnson cite other researchers whose work in the 
1960’s indicated that allocations o
capita income within the state.12   
 
12 Miner, Jerry, “Social and Economic Factors in Spending for Public Education”, Syracuse University 
Press, (Syracuse: 1964) and, Harris, Robert and Sacks, Seymour, The Determinants of State and Local 
Government Expenditures and Intergovernmental Flow of Funds,” National Tax Journal, (March 
1964). 
CONVERSION 
State 
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D 
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11 
 Zeigler and Johnson feel that the General Systems Model is too narrow an 
interpretation of the process, that it places too much emphasis on economic factors and 
not enough emphasis on how politics affects educational resource allocation.  They 
elieve that state legislatures’ allocation process for education operates more like a 
model they call The Legislative Model. 
 
e operates.  A substantial portion of the book is spent on 
                                                
b
 
Figure 2:  Legislative Model 
In this model D represents the individual state legislator, C represents the entire 
state legislature, B represents the general nature of the state’s political system and A 
represents the environment as a whole.13  In this model the individual state legislator is 
the focal point and is influenced by his/her colleagues and the demands of the 
environment in which he/sh
A DB C 
 
13 Johnson, Karl F. and Zeigler, Harmon, “The Politics of Education in the States,” Chapter 1, The Bobbs-
Merrill Company, Inc., (New York: 1972).   
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statistical analysis of the effect of numerous independent variables, including politics, 
on the allocation process.   
 The conclusions relevant to this dissertation drawn by Zeigler and Johnson after 
completing their analyses are these.  Allocation of resources to education within a state 
is largely determined by economic factors within the state.  However, state politics also 
plays a significant role in the allocation of resources to education.  A sizable resource 
capacity and a commitment to education by the legislature are necessary for liberal 
educational allocations by state legislatures.  In order to better understand the process of 
allocation of resources to education at the state level, both models, the General Systems 
s 
ht on the origin of some of 
Model and the Legislative Model should be used together until a better descriptive 
model is developed.  
 While much of the discussion and analysis by Zeigler and Johnson in this book 
is temporal, some of its most important conclusions relative to the variables affecting 
allocation of resources to education apply today.  In addition, the General System
Model and the Legislative Model described in the book are helpful in understanding the 
forces at work today in the allocation of resources to education by legislative bodies.  
 One of the first efforts to study the governance of schools as political science 
was Governing America’s Schools by Zeigler, Jennings and Peak.  Governing 
America’s Schools studies the circumstances surrounding how School Board members 
attain office, it studies the responsiveness of School Board members to their electorate, 
and it studies the culture of the relationship between School Boards and school 
superintendents.  Governing America’s Schools gives insig
 
13 
the cul
k in 1974 also indicated that 
ion of keeping 
educati
tural factors that we observe today in the governance of schools and in the 
relationship between School Boards and superintendents.    
It was discussed earlier in this dissertation that Berkman and Plutzer found that 
appointed School Boards were measured to be more responsive to the electorate than 
elected School Boards, though the reasons are not totally clear.  Interestingly, the 
statistical analysis done by Zeigler, Jennings and Pea
appointed School Boards are more responsive than elected School Boards.14  It was not 
the purpose of their book to pursue why this is the case.  
 In the early chapters Zeigler, Jennings and Peak review with us the history of 
education in America.  Particularly interesting is how reformers at the beginning of the 
Twentieth Century felt that education was a sacred rite that should be available to all.  
As such, they felt that education should be apolitical and needed to be protected from 
the corruptive influences of politics that local, state and federal government were 
experiencing at the time.  This reverence for education is the main reason that Zeigler, 
Jennings and Peak feel that little study has been done on how schools are governed.  
They feel that until this book, political scientists deferred to the not
on separate from politics.  As they observe however, school governance is 
certainly a political process and deserves study by political scientists.     
Reformers in the early Twentieth Century restructured school governance so that 
a large part of the responsibility for policy decisions, as well as administration of the 
                                                 
14 er, L. Harmon, “Governing America’s Schools,” Chapter 
 (North Scituate: 1974).  .   
 Jennings, M. Kent, Peak, G. Wayne and Zeigl
5, Duxbury Press,
 
14 
school system, was placed in the hands of professional educators, not the politicians.15   
Thirty-four percent of School Boards in the United States at the writing of this book 
were appointed, not elected.16  Zeigler, Jennings and Peak feel that the school 
governance reformers were all too successful resulting in School Boards that are now 
insulated from the voting public and are dependent on the superintendent for 
information on which to base their decisions.17   In their view, the appropriate process 
of control from the public to their representatives to the superintendent is reversed.  The 
actual flow of control in the governance of schools runs from the superintendent to the 
School Board, which then persuades the public that the actions taken by the school 
system are correct.  Zeigler, Jennings and Peak feel that the state of affairs at the writing 
of this That 
test is, 
 
 the realities of democracy should be achieved.  …  
ards are the mechanism whereby schools can be made more 
responsive schools may bring, the costs of insulation from the community 
   
                     
book violate one of the basic tests of whether a democracy actually exists.  
“Are the governors responsive to the preferences of the governed?”18    
Zeigler, Jennings and Peak offer an opinion in the last chapter of the book, 
In spite of the obvious perils, political decisions are--as long as we 
remain committed to democracy--logically superior to technical 
decisions.  If we are going to maintain the trappings of democracy in 
education, then
Bo
responsive to their constituents.  Whatever the perils that more 
are greater.19   
                            
   
17
rencing Eulau, Heinz and Prewitt, Kenneth, “Labyrinths of Democracy,” Bobbs-
19
15 Ibid, Chapter 1.
16 Ibid, Chapter 3.   
 Ibid, Forward. 
18 Ibid, Chapter 1 refe
Merrill, (Indianapolis: 1973).   
 Ibid, Chapter 13.   
 
15 
          A very helpful book on the history and technical aspects of school system 
finance was School Finance: A Policy Perspective.20  As it was published in 1992 it 
cannot be used to address current events in local school system finance, but it was 
helpful in other areas.  For example, in Chapter 2 Odden and Picus take us through the 
history of legal cases in the United States as they relate to the funding of local school 
systems.  The second of these cases was one filed in Virginia and is discussed later in 
this dissertation.21   The book goes on to offer a concrete framework for evaluating 
school finance equity that tries to address horizontal equity across school systems as 
well as vertical equity among students within a school system.  Odden and Picus discuss 
several different sources of tax revenue for local school systems, spending a whole 
chapter on the property tax.  They observe that from the start of taxation to fund school 
systems in the United States in the early Twentieth Century, property taxes have been 
by far the major source of revenue for local school systems.  They also believe that 
while acknowledging the shortcomings of property taxes, it is likely to continue to be so 
into the foreseeable future.   
Odden and Picus review the history of the Foundation Program begun in New 
York state in the early 1900’s that is still in use in many states today, including 
Virginia.  The Foundation Program is designed to provide a minimum level of funding 
to even the poorest school districts that will presumably allow them to offer at least a 
                                                 
20 Odden, Allan and Picus, Lawrence O., “School Finance: A Policy Perspective,” McGraw-Hill, Inc., 
(New York: 1992). 
21 Burruss v. Wilkerson, 310 F. Supp. 572 (W. D. Va. 1969) affd., 397 U.S. 44 (1970). 
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basic education to their students.  Often the state Foundation Program requires a 
minimum level of funding or property tax rate to be contributed by the local 
government in order to receive state funding.  Odden and Picus comment that today 
some s
acy of these two factors in improving 
educati
ong’s objective is to study the decision rules that guide how 
stems.  At the 
                                                
tate Foundation Programs have evolved to the point that they simply distribute 
what revenues the state believes are available for education in a given year rather than 
what revenues are necessary to provide a basic level of education.    
Chapter 10 discusses the allocation and use of funds by local school systems 
observing that when local school systems do obtain additional revenue, they most often 
spend it on two areas; more teachers to reduce class size and teachers with more 
education and experience.  This in spite of the fact that, at least at the writing of this 
book, research was mixed about the effic
on.  Odden and Picus indicate that programs such as full day kindergarten and 
intervention programs for poorly performing students produce better results and would 
be a better expenditure of additional funding 
Another interesting book related to school funding is Funding Public Schools by 
Kenneth K. Wong.  In it Wong references the publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983 as 
the beginning of a concerted effort in the United States to improve student 
performance.22  This was a cause taken up by multiple Presidents, Republican and 
Democrat alike.  W
resources are allocated in the United States to fund local school sy
 
22 Wong, Kenneth K., “Funding Public Schools,” Chapter 1, University Press of Kansas. (Lawrence: 
1999). 
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conclusion of the study Wong identifies five major allocation rules that he believes 
. Social targeting that originates with the federal government. 
3. State attempts to even spending among their school districts. 
5. Pressure on local School Boards to assign an equal number of students to 
 
s unduly complicates the system.24  Wong indicates that over ninety 
percent
                                     
control.  They are: 
1
2. Institutional forces that shift fiscal responsibility to the state. 
4. Social equity at the state level.   
each teacher.23                     
Regarding equity in school funding, Wong’s study of 1994 data for school 
districts in the United States concludes that the most affluent five percent of school 
districts in 1994 spent 54 percent more per student than the poorest five percent of 
school districts.   He finds that the current rules used by federal, state and local 
governments to allocate education funding are grounded in rules made at these levels of 
government decades ago that generally do not accommodate the modern emphasis on 
student performance.  In fact it is Wong’s opinion that allocation rules are rarely 
terminated even after decades of use and that the layering of three levels of 
governmental rule
 of the funding for local school systems comes from state and local government, 
and that the relatively small amount of federal funding is directed toward the 
disadvantaged.25 
Wong makes the observation that property taxpayer revolts in no less than 
thirty-six states beginning in the mid-1970’s caused states to fund a greater portion of 
            
hapter 3.   
23 Ibid. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Ibid, C
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school system budgets relative to local governments in that local governments and 
School Boards lost some use of the property tax as a source of revenue.26  Other authors 
discussed later in this dissertation believe that the centralization of school funding at the 
state government level to address equity concerns initiated taxpayer revolts by 
removi
 urban school systems with their 
greater
schools, legislators must obtain a coalition to obtain a majority.  In states with 
                                                
ng the nexus between the local property tax and the quality of the local school 
system.  Instead, by funding more to achieve equity, the state government took 
responsibility for the quality of the local school system. 
In Chapter 3 Wong uses statistical analysis to determine which states provide 
more or less than fifty percent of local school funding and how this percentage has 
changed from 1959 to 1996.  He also analyzes whether
 needs are receiving their “fair share” of state funding.  After analyzing twenty of 
the largest urban school districts in the country, Wong concludes that only two are 
receiving their fair share of state education revenues.    
Wong’s analysis of equity in state education funding between school districts is 
dependent on five institutional and political factors.  They are constitutional challenges 
to the state school finance system, local taxpayer protest movements in the 1970’s, state 
mandates on school improvement in the 1980’s, political factionalism in the state 
legislature, and local control of schools.27  The last two may require some explanation.  
Wong observes that to pass state finance legislation that will increase funding to local 
 
26 Ibid. 
27 Ibid, Chapter 4.   
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substantial factionalism, this coalition has not been attainable.  Secondly, Wong’s 
analysis indicates that legislators tend to adopt increased school funding legislation 
where 
coordin
ority in Virginia, or in other states.  
at little attention has been focused on this important area 
and tha
they can do so without affecting local autonomy over curriculum and 
instructional matters.   
In the final chapters of the book Wong proposes four models for reform of 
school governance and resource allocation.  These models try to address the lack of 
ation between levels of government in funding schools, address the needs of 
high poverty schools, and devolve decision making more to the individual school site. 28  
We have now reviewed several books written on the governance of local schools 
and financing local school systems, however there continues to be not much written on 
the policy issues related to School Board taxing auth
This may be an indication th
t it is fertile ground for additional research.    
Justification for the Study 
Generally speaking, a statement in Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 
Kansas
ening the child to cultural values, in preparing him 
r later professional training, and in helping him to adjust normally to 
his environment.  In these days, it is doubtful that any child may 
                                                
29 serves as justification for any study of education in the United States.   
Compulsory school attendance laws and the great expenditures for 
education both demonstrate our recognition of the importance of 
education to our democratic society.  It is required in the performance of 
our most basic public responsibilities, even service in the armed forces.  
It is the very foundation of good citizenship.  Today it is a principal 
instrument in awak
fo
 
28 Ibid, Chapter 7.   
29 Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas, 347 U.S. 483 (1954).   
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reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the opportunity 
 
of an education.    
Local School Boards in Virginia are responsible for providing kindergarten 
through twelfth grade education in their jurisdictions.  In Virginia, unlike many states, 
local school districts coincide with the boundaries of cities and counties.  For many 
years the state of Virginia has used the same funding mechanism to fund local public 
school systems in the state.  Local school systems in Virginia receive their funding from 
three sources.  They receive a portion of their funding from the state, a portion of their 
funding from the local government in the jurisdiction in which they are located, and a 
small amount of their funding from the federal government.  The funding received from 
the state by each local school system is calculated using a formula that is applied to all 
local school systems statewide.  Funding received from the federal government is 
generally categorical in nature meaning it can only be spent on specifically designated 
educational programs.   
The level of funding provided to local school systems by its corresponding local 
government above certain minimum levels required by the state is at the discretion of 
the local governing body, City Council in the cities and the Board of Supervisors in 
counties.  Some local governments provide more funding per pupil than others.  
Obviously the wealthier localities in the state have a greater capacity to provide a higher 
level of funding to their local school systems than less wealthy localities.   
Cities and counties in Virginia have a few major revenue sources that make up 
well over half of their total revenue needed to fund local services, including local 
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funding for schools.  These major revenue sources are real property taxes, personal 
property taxes, sales taxes, consumer utility taxes and business, professional and 
occupational licenses (BPOL).  Numerous other smaller revenue sources make up the 
remainder of local government revenue.  By far the largest single revenue source for 
cities and counties in Virginia is the real estate tax.  Local real estate taxes in Virginia 
are not currently dedicated to fund local school systems, but rather go into local 
govern
ng to schools, the total real estate taxes 
                                                
ments’ General Fund to pay for a myriad of local government services including 
providing local funding to school systems.   
Let’s look at some actual revenues and expenditures for the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 2005.  In that year cities, counties and towns across Virginia raised real estate 
taxes in the aggregate amounting to $6,336,471,772.  Also that year, cities, counties and 
towns  transferred $5,287,180,033 from their operating budgets to their local school 
system as local funding for schools.  Finally in that same fiscal year, cities, counties and 
towns in Virginia paid debt service on bonds issued for the construction of school 
related capital projects totaling $777,459,161.  This means that cities, counties and 
towns in the state in Fiscal Year 2005 spent a total of $6,064,639,194 supporting their 
local school systems.30  This support is 96% of the real estate taxes collected by 
Virginia cities, counties and towns in that same year.  While real estate taxes in Virginia 
are not dedicated to provide local fundi
 
30 Virginia Auditor of Public Accounts, Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues and 
Expenditures, (Richmond: June 30, 2005), Exhibits B, C, D and F.   
 
22 
generat
e taxing 
authori
                                                
ed across the state is uncannily close to the total local funding provided to school 
systems by Virginia local governments.      
These circumstances lead one to question whether elected School Boards in 
Virginia should be given taxing authority?  Such a change could remove most if not all 
or almost all real estate tax revenues from local government budgets as well as 
removing from their budgets the corresponding expenditures to fund school systems 
from local government budgets.  If School Boards in Virginia had real estat
ty the real estate tax revenues that they levy and the school system expenditures 
that they fund would appear in local School Boards’ annual operating budgets.  
For sixteen consecutive years Delegate David Brickley (D-Prince William 
County) submitted legislation in the Virginia General Assembly that would authorize 
locally elected School Boards in the state.  In 1992 that legislation was passed by a vote 
of 79-21 in the House and 25-15 in the Senate, allowing the first public elections of 
School Boards in the state since the County of Arlington had it in the 1950’s, and on a 
statewide basis, since the Progressive Movement of the early 1900’s.31  As of 2007, out 
of 135 local School Boards in the state, 106 localities have chosen to have all of their 
School Board members elected by the voters, and 3 have chosen to have some members 
elected and some appointed.  The remaining 26 School Boards’ members continue to be 
appointed by their respective City Council or County Board of Supervisors.32  Now that 
 
31 Robley Jones, Director of Intergovernmental Relations, Virginia Education Association, interviewed by 
author, 11 May 2006.   
32 Virginia School Board Association [on-line], http://www.vsba.org/Bdelect.htm. 
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over th
nues 
for edu
embly has also had under way various study committees whose purpose 
ree quarters of the School Boards in the state have elected members, the policy 
question, “Should School Boards in Virginia be given taxing authority?,” is very timely.   
Currently citizens vote for their local City Council or Board of Supervisors who 
levy the real estate tax that is recorded as a revenue source to the locality’s General 
Fund.  Then the local government body appropriates the total school operating budget 
that includes state, federal and local revenues.  Finally, the School Board may spend 
this appropriation on school operations as it deems appropriate.  Under a different 
model, citizens would elect School Board members who would levy a real estate tax to 
fund schools and then spend the real estate taxes, along with state and federal reve
cation, to operate the local school system.  The local City Council or Board of 
Supervisors would be removed from the school revenue and expenditure process.   
The subject of providing School Boards in Virginia with taxing authority is an 
issue that has been discussed informally among school system staffs, local government 
staffs, City Council members, members of Boards of Supervisors and even members of 
the General Assembly.  In the 2008 session of the General Assembly, at the request of 
the Virginia School Boards Association, Senator Harry Blevins (R – Chesapeake) once 
again introduced Senate Joint Resolution 66 that would direct that a study be conducted 
by the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee (JLARC) part of which would 
address taxing authority for Virginia School Boards.  That bill was passed by the Senate 
and forwarded to the House Committee on Rules where it died.  For several years now 
the General Ass
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is to re
ia may wish to get ahead of this question before it becomes a 
dissertation may inform that discussion and help them to define their 
commend a restructuring of the state’s system of taxation to make it more fair 
and flexible.     
As of yet public discussion of School Board taxing authority has not taken place, 
but with so many elected School Boards in Virginia now, and with the funding 
relationships that currently exist, public discussion could begin at any time on the policy 
question, “Should School Boards in Virginia be given taxing authority?”  Elected 
officials in the General Assembly, on Boards of Supervisors, on City Councils, and on 
School Boards in Virgin
public topic.  This 
position on the issue.    
Serrano v. Priest 
 Since the 1960’s lawsuits around equity and adequacy issues of school funding 
have been prevalent throughout the United States.  These suits have challenged the 
school funding systems in every state but Delaware, Hawaii, Mississippi, Nevada, and 
Utah.  As we know from other parts of this dissertation Hawaii is essentially a state run 
K-12 s
                                                
ystem leaving only four states with locally run school systems where such suits 
have not occurred.  Some of these suits have been successful and some have not.33   
The case of San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez decided in 
1973 by the Supreme Court effectively closed the door to further federal lawsuits on 
equity and adequacy issues in school funding.  In that case the Court decided that school 
 
33 Kenyon, Daphne A., “The Property Tax – School Funding Dilemma,” Policy Focus Report, Lincoln 
Institute of Land Policy, (Cambridge, MA: 2007). 
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funding disparities in Texas did not violate the equal protection clause of the United 
States Constitution.  In a 5-4 vote the Court held that education is not a fundamental 
right an
 systems in California at the time was inherently 
unfair. 
ding per 
                                                
d that property wealth per pupil is not a suspect class.  From 1973 onward these 
suits were filed in state courts rather than federal court.34 
Shadowing any discussion about changing local school funding in any state in 
the United States is the court case Serrano v. Priest (96 Cal. Rptr. 601 (1971)), decided 
in 1971 by the California Supreme Court.  The issue of the case was the challenge that 
the system of funding local school
 This was generally the same system of funding used by many states at the time 
to fund their local school systems.   
Specifically the challenge asserted that relying on the property tax as the 
primary source of funding for local school systems is inherently unfair in light of the 
fact that wealthy localities with large tax bases have much more ability to fund their 
local school systems than poorer localities.  This fact leads to a disparity in spen
student between local school systems solely based on their ability to generate local 
revenue, causing an unfair disparity in spending per student between localities. 
 As a remedy the court directed that the state of California develop a system for 
funding local school systems that did not depend on the local district’s wealth for the 
level of spending on the local school system.  This directive led to a much more 
centralized system of school funding in California wherein the primary source of 
 
34 Ibid. 
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funding for local school systems is the state.  Litigation, or the threat of litigation with 
the same theme, soon followed in many states resulting in major revisions in funding 
rmul
e centralization of California school funding at the state 
constitutionality of differences in educational expenditures across school districts within 
                                                
fo as in several states.  They were Arizona, Connecticut, Idaho, Illinois, Kansas, 
Minnesota, New Jersey, Oregon, Texas, Washington and Wisconsin.35     
 Berkman and Plutzer make an interesting point that this trend has caused a 
disconnect between local school system funding and the local property tax .36   They 
assert that prior to Serrano v. Priest and other court challenges, homeowners in school 
districts had a vested interest in the quality of their local school system in that the higher 
the quality, the higher the value of their homes, thus increasing personal wealth.  With 
the centralization of school funding at the state government level resulting from these 
court challenges, homeowners are not as willing to be taxed when their taxes may be 
redistributed to other school districts in order to achieve equity.  Berkman and Plutzer 
cite other researchers who believe that this is one reason that overall school 
expenditures are declining in recent years although there is not total agreement on this 
point.  They also believe that th
level was a contributing factor to the beginnings of Proposition 13 that limits local 
property taxes in the state.        
 Interestingly, the second federal court case challenging the legality and 
 
Graw-
 George 
Washington University Press, (Washington: 2005).      
35 Odden, Allan and Picus, Lawrence O., “School Finance: A Policy Perspective,” Chapter 2, Mc
Hill, Inc., (New York: 1992). 
36 Berkman, Michael B. and Plutzer, Eric, “Ten Thousand Democracies,” Chapter Two,
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intiffs to define a metric by which educational need could adequately be 
easured.38    
 
                                                
a state involved Virginia.  In 1969 the case of Burruss v. Wilkerson37 was decided.  The 
suit argued that the state’s system of funding local schools in Virginia was 
unconstitutional because education is a fundamental right, and the wide differences in 
expenditures per pupil across school districts were not related to educational need.  The 
suit argued that expenditures per pupil should be related to educational need and not to 
educationally irrelevant factors, such as the size of the local tax base.  Burris v. 
Wilkerson, along with a similar federal suit in Illinois a year earlier, were judged 
nonjusticiable due to the lack of a clear definition of educational need and due to the 
inability of pla
m
 
 
37 Burruss v. Wilkerson, 310 F. Supp. 572 (W. D. Va. 1969) affd., 397 U.S. 44 (1970). 
 
38 Odden, Allan and Picus, Lawrence O., “School Finance: A Policy Perspective,” Chapter 2, McGraw-
Hill, Inc., (New York: 1992) 
CHAPTER 3  A REVIEW OF LOCAL SCHOOL BOARD SYSTEMS  
OF TAXATION BY STATE 
 
The majority of states in the United States have only elected local School Boards and 
give them taxing authority to raise local revenues for school operations.  Three more 
states give their School Boards taxing authority while using a combination of elected 
and appointed School Boards.  There are an additional nine states in which local School 
Boards rely on the local government for all of their local funding for school system 
operations.  Some of these nine states use only elected local School Boards, one uses 
only appointed School Boards, and five use a combination of elected and appointed 
School Boards.  The following chart organizes each state by how School Boards obtain 
their local revenue and whether local School Boards are appointed or elected. 
School Board Members and Taxing Authority* 
 
 School Board Taxing Authority 
for Local School Revenue 
 
Local School Revenue from 
Local Governing Body 
Elected School Boards Only AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, DE, FL, 
GA, ID, IL, IA, KS, KY, LA, MI, 
MN, MO, MT, NE, NV, NH, NM, 
ND, OH, OK, OR, SD, TX, UT, 
VT, WA, WV, WI, WY  
 
 
MA, NC, TN 
Appointed School Boards 
Only 
 
 
 
 
 
ME 
Elected and Appointed  
School Boards Used 
 
IN, MS, NJ AL, CT, MD, RI, VA 
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*Please see page 70 for an explanation of New York’s system, page 71 for an 
explanation of Pennsylvania’s system and page 71 for an explanation of South 
Carolina’s system.  Hawaii’s K-12 system is operated by the state.   
 
What follows is a more detailed discussion of the school governance structure in each of 
the fifty states. 
 
States with Elected School Boards Only that have Taxing Authority 
Alaska 
For governmental purposes, the state of Alaska is divided into boroughs, cities 
and one large unorganized area of the state.  That unorganized borough includes over 
half of Alaska’s land area (374,712 square miles) and 13% (81,803) of the state’s 
population.  The following census areas noted on the map below are part of the 
unorganized area of Alaska; Aleutians West, Bethel, Dillingham, Nome, Prince of 
Wales-Outer Ketchikan, Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon, Southeast Fairbanks, Valdez-
Cordova, Wade Hampton, Wrangell-Petersburg and Yukon-Koyukuk.39 All organized 
boroughs as well as home rule and first class cities in the unorganized borough, must 
operate municipal school districts.  Second class cities in the unorganized borough and 
cities in organized boroughs are not authorized to do so.40 
 School Board members in Alaska are elected.  School districts in Alaska receive 
funding from federal, state and local sources.  The local sources of revenue are 
                                                 
39 Wikipedia [on-line], Unorganized Borough, available from 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unorganized_borough, 2006. 
40 Alaska Department of Commerce [on-line], Municipal Government, 
http://www.commerce.state.ak.us/dca/LOGON/muni/muni-structure.htm, 2005.  
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generated by property taxes levied by the city or borough in which the school district is 
located and is dedicated to funding the local school system.  Some localities in the state, 
such as the City of Anchorage, have property tax limitations in their Charter that limits 
the increase in property taxes to be used for general government and/or schools to 
increases for inflation, population growth and the growth in the tax base from new 
construction.41   
 Cities and borough school districts are required by state law to contribute 
minimum funding toward education equivalent to a 4 mills real estate and personal 
property tax rate.  This contribution is required for Alaska school districts to receive 
funding from the state.  A substantial portion of the state remains unorganized.  The 
unorganized area is not required to contribute any funding to the local school system.  
The unorganized area of the state is totally dependent on the State of Alaska for their 
funding of local government and schools.42 
                                                 
41 Anchorage School District, How Is ASD Funded?, (Anchorage: March 16, 2004.)   
42 Association of Alaska School Boards, Mandatory Boroughs, School District Consolidation and Local 
Control, Critical Issues series, (Juneau: November 2003). 
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Figure 3:  Map of Alaska 
Arizona    
 School Boards in Arizona are elected.  In addition, operations of individual 
school systems are supervised by an elected county school superintendent.43  The 
majority of funding for public schools in Arizona is generated from the property tax.  
The primary property tax levy provides funding for the maintenance and operation of 
each school district.  A secondary property tax levy generates revenue for debt service 
on bond issues.   
 The success of the Serrano v. Priest lawsuit in California, discussed earlier, 
prompted the Arizona legislature in 1980 to reform school funding by adopting a new 
school funding formula in a quest for greater equity between school districts.  This 
reform also greatly limited local School Boards’ access to the property tax base and put 
                                                 
43 Arizona School Boards Association [on-line], Understanding Arizona School Districts, 
www.azsba.org/aboutaz.htm., August 2, 2004. 
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the legislature in charge of the overall level of funding for schools in Arizona.44  In 
1994 the Arizona Supreme Court ruled in the case of Roosevelt v. Bishop, that the 
state’s practice of allowing local communities to determine capital expenditures in their 
school districts violated the “general and uniform” language of the Arizona 
Constitution.  The Arizona Supreme Court’s ruling forced the state legislature to 
equalize capital expenditures between local school districts just as it had done for 
operating funds fourteen years earlier.  New legislation placed the Arizona School 
Facilities Board in control of capital spending for schools in the state, further limiting 
local school districts’ ability to use the property tax.45     
 Arizona uses a financial system for funding of local school systems that is 
common among states that have had to deal with equity in funding issues articulated in 
Serrano v. Priest.  First, each year the legislature establishes a dollar amount per student 
of financial need that is multiplied by the student count in each school district in order 
to determine a level of total financial need in each school district.  The student count in 
each district may be increased because of characteristics in the student population.  For 
example, the number of high school students compared to elementary or the number of 
disabled students in the student population.   
 Once the financial need for each school district is determined, several sources 
are involved in meeting that need.  The state legislature mandates a local property tax 
                                                 
44 Wiggall, Richard L., “The Condition of School Funding in Arizona: 2004,” in the Annual Condition of 
Education Report, Arizona Education Policy Initiative, Arizona State University, Northern Arizona 
University, and the University of Arizona, (Tempe: May 28, 2004). 
45 Ibid.   
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rate that each school district must apply, in Arizona known as the Qualifying Tax Rate 
(QFR).  If the revenue generated from this tax rate is not sufficient to meet the school 
district’s financial need, then funds are provided by the state legislature equal to the 
difference.  Wealthier localities may not require any state revenues to meet their need 
while poorer school districts certainly will.   
 One should be aware that Arizona allows local school districts to hold 
referendums that allow district taxpayers to vote to pay a higher property tax rate than is 
allowed by state law for certain “exempted” school expenditures.  For example, in 
Arizona, exempted are expenditures for desegregation, expenditures for excess utilities, 
expenditures for certain capital projects, school districts with less than 125 students and 
dropout prevention programs.46   Obviously, such a list of exemptions allows loopholes 
that school districts may use who wish to spend more on schools than the state 
mandated limits.    
Arkansas 
 School Board members are elected in Arkansas.  School districts are empowered 
under state law to tax real and personal property in the district.  These property taxes 
amount to substantial revenue for the school district.  For example, in fiscal year 2003, 
property taxes in the Fort Smith School District amounted to 45% of the school 
district’s General Fund revenue.47  The State of Arkansas requires that each school 
                                                 
46 Gifford, Mary and Hunter, Michael, “A Taxpayer’s Guide to Public School Finance,”  The Goldwater 
Institute, (Phoenix: February 2000).    
47 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for Fiscal Year 2003, City of Fort Smith, Arkansas, (Fort 
Smith: June 30, 2003).   
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district in the state levy a property tax rate of at least 25 mills for maintenance and 
operations in order to be eligible for state funding.  Beyond that amount, local school 
districts may levy additional property taxes as they see fit.48 
 In 2002 the Supreme Court of Arkansas decided that the local school funding 
system used in the state violates the equal protection sections of the Arkansas 
Constitution.49  Special Masters appointed by the Supreme Court in 2004 and reporting 
in 2005 have found that the Arkansas General Assembly has failed to adequately 
address the shortcomings cited in that case.50   
 Since that report the state has increased substantially its funding to local school 
systems using a foundation funding format.  Every year the state determines the 
foundation amount that each local school district in the state should be funded to 
provide an adequate education.  From that amount is deducted the funds generated by 
the mandatory 25 mill tax levied by each local district.  The remainder is the amount 
that is funded by the state of Arkansas for each local school district.  The 25 mill local 
tax levy added to the state funding for each local district equals the foundation funding 
total.51         
                                                 
48 Jesson, Bradley D. and Newbern, David,  Special Masters’ Report to the Supreme Court of Arkansas, 
Lake View School District No. 25 v. Governor Mike Huckabee, Et Al., (Little Rock: June 9, 2005). 
49 Lake View School District No. 25 v. Governor Mike Huckabee, Et Al. 
50 Jesson, Bradley D. and Newbern, David,  Special Masters’ Report to the Supreme Court of Arkansas, 
Lake View School District No. 25 v. Governor Mike Huckabee, Et Al., (Little Rock: June 9, 2005). 
51 Understanding Arkansas’ Education Funding Formula, Office for Education Policy, University of 
Arkansas, (Little Rock: October 13, 2006). 
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California 
 In California a school funding system based on local control and run by local 
elected officials has been overtaken by a funding system that is centralized at the state 
level requiring accountability to state administrators.  Until 1980 local property taxes 
levied by local School Boards provided the bulk of school system funding with the state 
guaranteeing a funding floor and providing some categorical funding for special 
purposes.  Local School Boards exercised substantial authority over how school funds 
were spent.   
Under the current system the state legislature determines how much money a 
local school system will receive and how that money is to be spent.  When Serrano v. 
Priest was filed in 1968, about 60 percent of local school funding in California was 
provided by local property taxes, about 35 percent from the state and the remainder 
from the federal government.52   
But, there was also a dramatic difference in per pupil expenditures from one 
school district to the next.  For example, in fiscal year 1970, per pupil expenditures 
ranged from a low of $612 to a high of $2,414, with a median of $766.53  Wealthy 
school districts were able to generate several times the property tax revenue of poor 
districts using a fraction of the property tax rate levied by poor districts.   
                                                 
52 “Categorical School Finance: Who Gains, Who Loses?,” Policy Analysis for California Education, 
Working Paper Series 04-2, University of California Berkeley and Davis, Stanford University, 
(Berkeley 2004). 
53 Ibid. 
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The Serrano plaintiffs were successful in showing that local school funding in 
California was inequitable.  The 1976 California Supreme Court’s decision in Serrano 
v. Priest required the state to equalize general purpose spending in all California school 
districts.  The court however, held that categorical funding is not subject to the 
equalization provisions because it addresses special needs.   
State categorical funding has grown at a rapid rate in California since 1988.  
Legislators are able to better control how categorical funds are spent.  Some legislators 
do not want to fund local school systems through general state aid for fear that the 
funding would go toward teacher’s salaries, already the highest in the country.  The 
feeling is that local school administrators would be unable to stand up to the force of 
collective bargaining by the teachers’ unions in California.54   
Once categorical programs became entrenched in the state education budget, 
strong lobbies grew to apply pressure on legislators to fund programs such as math, 
science and school safety, and to continue funding programs once they were included in 
the budget.  In 1980 the percentage of state funding that was categorical was 13 percent.  
In 2000 the percentage of state funding that was categorical was 30 percent.55  In an 
effort to address this emphasis on categorical funding by state legislators, in 1988 
California voters passed Proposition 98.  It requires segregation of 40 percent of the 
state general fund budget each year to fund K-12 and community colleges in the state.      
                                                 
54 EdSource, Inc., Building Political Will to Overhaul California’s School Finance System [on-line], 
Available from http://www.edsource.org/pdf/forum04pub.pdf, April 2004.   
55 “Categorical School Finance: Who Gains, Who Loses?,” Policy Analysis for California Education, 
Working Paper Series 04-2, University of California Berkeley and Davis, Stanford University, 
(Berkeley 2004). 
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Because of the requirement to equalize spending between school districts and 
because Proposition 13, passed in 1978, severely limits a local School Board’s ability to 
increase property taxes, local property taxes are not a viable source of new funding for 
school systems in California and now play a minor role in funding local school systems.  
Statewide local property taxes now make up only approximately 25 percent of local 
school funding.56     
 
California Event Timeline57 
 
Date Significant Event 
1971 Serrano v. Priest I:  the California Supreme Court ruled education a 
fundamental constitutional right 
 
1976 Serrano v. Priest II:  the California Supreme Court found that wealth-
related disparities in per-pupil spending violated the constitution’s 
equal protection clause 
 
1978 Proposition 13 limited property taxes to 1 percent of assessed value, 
rolled assessments back to 1975-1976 levels, limited annual 
assessment increases until properties are sold, and required two-thirds 
approval of voters for new special taxes 
 
1986 Proposition 62 mandated new local government taxes receive approval 
of a majority of local voters and two-thirds of the governing body 
 
1986 Serrano v. Priest III found that the state’s equal protection clause was 
satisfied by the then-existing situation in which per-pupil spending in 
nearly all districts varied by $100 or less 
 
                                                 
56 EdSource, Inc., The Basics of California’s School Finance System [on-line], Available from 
http://www.edsource.org/pdf/forum03pub.pdf, August 2003.   
57 Kenyon, Daphne A., “The Property Tax – School Funding Dilemma,” Policy Focus Report, Lincoln 
Institute of Land Policy, (Cambridge, MA: 2007). 
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Colorado 
Local School Boards in Colorado are elected and have the authority to levy a 
property tax that provides the majority of the local funding for school systems.  School 
directors in Colorado are limited to two consecutive terms.58   
In 1992 Colorado voters approved Amendment 1 that added the Taxpayer’s Bill 
of Rights (TABOR) to the state Constitution.  TABOR requires that any school district 
must now have voter approval in advance of any new tax, tax rate increase, or mill 
levy.59  In addition, TABOR limits annual increases in school operating budgets to the 
rate of inflation plus the percentage increase in district school student population, or 
6%, whichever is less.60 
Delaware 
 Local School Boards are elected in Delaware and have the authority to levy 
property taxes to fund school operations.61  In addition, School Boards have the 
authority to levy capitation taxes on each resident in the district 18 years or older.62  
After a general reassessment of property in the school district, School Boards are 
allowed to set a tax rate that will generate no more than 110% of the property tax 
revenue generated by the preceding assessed value.  If a School Board wishes to set a 
                                                 
58 Colorado Association of School Boards, School Director Elections 2005, (Denver: June 8, 2005). 
59 Colorado Association of School Boards, Leadership Essentials for Colorado School Board Members, 
(Denver: 2003).   
60 Colorado Association of School Boards and the Colorado Association of School Executives, Issue 
Brief, Taxpayer Bill of Rights, (Denver: 2005). 
61 Delaware Department of Education, Response to House Resolution 54, Feasibility Study for County 
Wide School Districts in Kent and Sussex Counties, (Dover: September 30, 2002).  
62 Delaware State Code, Chapter 19, Subchapter I, Section 1912, (Dover: 2005).  
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tax rate higher than this limitation, it must be approved by a majority of the voters in a 
public referendum.63  
Florida 
 School Boards in Florida are elected.64  In 1973, the Florida legislature enacted 
the Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP) as its method for funding public 
education in a manner that would “guarantee to each student in the Florida public 
education system the availability of programs and services appropriate to his or her 
educational needs which are substantially equal to those available to any similar student 
notwithstanding geographic differences and varying local economic factors.”65  The 
FEFP is funded with both state and local revenue.   
In order to receive state FEFP funding, each school district must contribute its 
“fair share” of local funding in an amount set by the legislature.  This is called the 
Required Local Effort (RLE) and School Boards are empowered to levy property taxes 
to meet this local funding obligation.  Each year the legislature determines the statewide 
total amount to be contributed by the local school districts and sets the millage rate 
necessary in each district to yield that amount.  In order to equalize funding among 
school districts, a district with lower property values will receive proportionally more 
state funding while a district with higher property values will receive proportionally less 
state funding.   
                                                 
63 Delaware State Code, Chapter 19, Subchapter I, Section 1916, (Dover: 2005). 
64 Article IX, Section 4. (a), Constitution of the State of Florida, (Tallahassee: 1968). 
65 Florida Department of Education, FEFP 101, (Tallahassee: 2004).  
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In addition to the RLE, school districts may choose to levy an additional, non-
voted property tax of .51 mills to add to that district’s funds.  Unlike the RLE, proceeds 
from this discretionary tax are not equalized by the state, so districts with higher 
property values benefit more from this tax.  In addition to the .51 mills districts may 
levy a further non-voted discretionary property tax of up to .25 mills in order to raise an 
amount to exceed $50 per Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student.  If the tax raises less 
than $50 per FTE, the state provides the difference through the Discretionary 
Equalization Allocation.  In most years, about one third of Florida’s school districts 
receive state equalization funding.66  
Much has been publicized recently about an initiative that was on the Florida 
ballot January 29, 2008 that will drastically limit taxes on residential real estate in the 
state.  The initiative passed with a 64% affirmative vote.  These real estate tax limits 
however do not apply to taxes to fund local schools.67  
Georgia 
 Local School Boards are elected in Georgia68 and have taxing authority in order 
to raise funds for school operations.  School systems in Georgia are funded under the 
Quality Basic Education Act (QBE) that was passed by the state legislature in 1985.  
Under the QBE, School Boards in Georgia are required to levy at least a 5 mills 
                                                 
66 Ibid. 
67 Leary, Alex, Voters Flock to Property Tax Relief, St. Petersburg Times, (St. Petersburg: January 30, 
2008). 
68 Georgia state code Section 21-2-132 C (2), (Atlanta: 2005). 
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property tax as a basic local commitment and can levy no more than 20 mills to fund 
school operations.   
Local School Boards in Georgia fund 41% of the total school operating budget 
on average, with state and federal government funding the rest.  Almost all of the local 
funding comes from local taxes, primarily the property tax.  Many School Boards in 
Georgia also make use of the Special Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) to pay debt 
service on bonds.  Voters in the locality must approve the SPLOST before it may be 
enacted.69  
Idaho 
 In the state of Idaho, local school districts receive a substantial portion of their 
total revenues from local sources.  For example, the Boise Independent School District 
generated 54 percent of its total revenue in Fiscal Year 2005 from local property 
taxes.70  Property taxes consist of taxes on real estate and personal property.   
 The state of Idaho provides funding to local school systems through the 
Foundation Program, which is designed to treat all school districts “equally” regardless 
of location, size or market value.  Idaho property owners are taxed 3 mills to fund the 
Idaho Foundation Program.71  Local School Board members in Idaho are elected.72   
                                                 
69 Georgia School Boards Association, Funding Georgia’s Public Schools: An Overview, (Lawrenceville: 
June 2005).   
70 Boise Independent School District, Annual Budget 2004-2005, Introduction, (Boise:  June 25, 2004).   
71 Boise Independent School District, Annual Budget 2004-2005, Information Section, (Boise:  June 25, 
2004).   
72 State Code of Idaho, Title 33, Chapter 4, Section 403, (Boise: 2005). 
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Illinois 
 The state of Illinois has elementary school districts, high school districts and 
unit districts.  Unit districts administer school districts including both elementary and 
high school grades.  School Board members in Illinois are elected and school districts 
have the authority to tax real and personal property in order to generate local revenue.73  
The state has minimum property tax rates that must be levied in order to receive state 
funding and also has maximum tax rates above which school districts may not go.  Any 
increase in property tax rates up to maximum levels however, must be approved by 
voter referendum.74   
Iowa 
 School Board members are elected in Iowa.  School Boards have the authority to 
levy property taxes to fund school operations.  The state requires each local School 
Board in the state to annually levy a minimum tax rate of $5.40 per $1,000 of assessed 
value to fund school operations.75  Beyond that, local School Boards may incrementally 
add to their property tax rates to fund such purposes as cash reserves, instructional 
support, school district management, physical plant and equipment, or a debt service.  
Depending on how much the local School Board wants to increase each of these 
incremental levies, voter approval may be required.  Each year in accordance with state 
law, the Department of Education calculates a spending limit for each Iowa school 
                                                 
73 Illinois Association of School Boards, Your School board + You, (Springfield: September 23, 2004). 
74 Illinois Association of School Boards, Understanding School Finance, (Springfield: August 2004). 
75 Iowa Association of School Boards, Budgeting Decision Points for Iowa School Board Members, (Des 
Moines: 2005). 
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district that they may not exceed.  With voter approval, local School Boards may also 
levy a 1% sales tax to fund school operations.  Property assessed values are also subject 
to an annual limit in how much they may be increased, 4% currently. 76      
Kansas 
 School Boards in Kansas are elected and have the authority to raise operating 
revenues using property taxes.  In fact, the state requires each local school district to 
levy a minimum local effort property tax of 20 mills.  Local School Boards may levy an 
additional property tax, termed the “Local Option Budget,” whose revenue may not 
exceed 25% of the total state aid that the school district is receiving in a given year.  In 
addition, local School Boards whose school expenditures were below the state mean in 
the previous year may levy a supplemental property tax that will increase its revenues 
by the same percentage that its expenditures were below the state mean in the previous 
year.77     
 On June 3, 2005, in ruling on the case of Montoy v. Kansas, the state Supreme 
Court ruled that the state legislature must appropriate $143 million immediately and a 
total of $853 million in additional funding to local schools.  The court in its ruling said 
that the legislature is not complying with language in the Kansas Constitution that 
reads, “The legislature shall make suitable provision for finance of the educational 
interests of the state.”  This ruling occurred after the state legislature in its last session, 
                                                 
76 History of Allowable Growth Since 1973, Iowa Association of School Boards [available at] 
http://www.ia-sb.org/Finance.aspx?id=418, (Des Moines: February 14, 2008).   
77 Kansas Legislative Research Department, Summary of the School District Finance and Quality 
Performance Act and the School District Capital Improvements State Aid Program, (Topeka: August 
18, 2003).   
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tried but failed to pass legislation that would have restricted the state Supreme Court’s 
authority in matters of school funding.78  
 In its 2006 session, the legislature responded to the Supreme Court’s concerns 
about adequate funding and equitable distribution of funds, increasing annual state 
funding by another $466 million, to be phased in over three years, and allocating almost 
one-third of the increase to mid-size and large districts and their disproportionately low-
income, English language learning, and special education students. The Kansas 
Supreme Court held that the new system complied with its earlier decisions in Montoy 
and closed the case in July 2006.79  
Kentucky 
 School Board members in Kentucky are elected.80  Kentucky School Boards 
have the authority to levy real property taxes, motor vehicle taxes, utility taxes and 
occupational taxes.  School Boards are required by the state to levy a minimum 
“Equivalent Tax Rate” of $.30 per $100 of assessed valuation on real estate in their 
school district.  This means that all of the taxes that the local school district does levy 
must generate revenue equivalent to $.30 per $100 on the real estate within the school 
district.81  The remainder of local school funding comes from the state.       
                                                 
78 Richard Nadler, “Kansas Court Takes Over School Finance Decisions,” School Reform News, 
September 2005. 
79 Molly A. Hunter, August 10, 2006, National Access Network, Columbia University Teachers College, 
[available at http://www.schoolfunding.info/states/ks/lit_ks.php3. 
80 Kentucky School Board Association, Handbook for Kentucky School Board Members, Chapter 2 – The 
Local Board of Education, (Frankfort: 2003). 
81 Kentucky School Board Association, Handbook for Kentucky School Board Members, Chapter 19 – 
Fiscal Management, (Frankfort: 2003). 
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Louisiana 
 In Louisiana, each parish School Board is elected82 and has the authority to levy 
property taxes in order to fund schools.  The state Constitution limits the tax rate that 
may be levied in each district or parish without a referendum.  In addition to the base 
levies allowed in the state Constitution, the state Constitution allows local School 
Boards to levy additional property tax rates for general support of schools and for debt 
service on school facilities if those additional levies are approved by the voters.  These 
additional levies approved by the voters are valid for ten years and must be approved 
again by the voters if they are to be continued.  83    
Michigan 
 Local School Boards in Michigan are elected.84  In 1994 Proposal A was 
approved by voters in Michigan making sweeping changes in the way that local school 
systems are funded.  Proposal A had two stated purposes; one was to eliminate the use 
of property taxes by local School Boards for funding school operations, and the second 
was to address inequities in funding available to local school systems in the state.  In 
FY1994 before the passage of Proposal A, local school systems in Michigan received 
37% of their funding from the state.  In FY1995 after the passage of Proposal A, that 
percentage increased to 80%.85   
                                                 
82 Louisiana State Constitution of 1974, Article VIII, Section 9. 
83 Louisiana State Constitution of 1974. Article VIII, Section 13.   
84 Michigan Association of School Boards, Understanding Your School Board, (Lansing: 2005). 
85 House and Senate Fiscal Agencies, School Finance in Michigan Before And After The Implementation 
of Proposal A, (Lansing: October, 1994).    
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 Local School Boards in Michigan may still ask voters for the ability to levy 
taxes through referendums and bond elections, but they are very restricted by state law 
as to the amount of revenue that may be generated.86  The effect of these changes on 
school funding in Michigan is threefold.  First, while some local school systems still 
have property taxes, they are a minor source of funding for school operations.  Second, 
local School Boards in Michigan are effectively prevented from increasing significantly 
any property tax rates that they do levy.  And third, local school systems in Michigan 
are dependent on the state for funding to operate schools.   
Minnesota 
 School Board members in Minnesota are elected.  School Boards in Minnesota 
have taxing authority, but the maximum rate at which each school district may levy 
property taxes is calculated by a state formula.  School districts may exceed the 
property tax rate allowed by the state calculation by up to approximately 19% if a 
referendum is approved by the voters in the district to do so.87        
Missouri 
 Local School Board members in Missouri are elected.  A legal suit was filed in 
Missouri by over 250 school districts in the state, approximately two-thirds, asserting 
                                                 
86 Michigan Association of School Boards, Frequently Asked Questions [on-line], Available at 
http://www.masb.org/page.cfm/608/, 2005. 
87 Financing Education in Minnesota 2004-05, Minnesota House of Representatives Fiscal Analysis 
Department, August 2004.   
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that funding for education from the state is both inadequate and inequitable.  A trial date 
was set for January 3, 2007.88   
 At the same time, in the 2006 session of the Missouri legislature a bill was 
passed that requires school districts that do not levy a property tax of at least $3.43 per 
$100 of assessed value to indicate whether they are meeting state standards in the 
education that they provide to their students.  If they indicated that they are, school 
districts partially negated their argument in the suit.  If they indicated they are not, 
school districts could have been forced to raise taxes.  The state funding formula for 
schools assumes that school districts levy at least a property tax rate of $3.43 whether 
they actually do or not.89    
 After the case was heard by the Missouri Supreme Court in early 2007, the 
Court ruled in September 2007 that the state of Missouri was meeting its constitutional 
requirement of spending at least 25% of total state revenues on funding local school 
systems.90       
Montana 
Local School Board members in Montana are elected.91  Local School Boards in 
Montana do have the authority to levy property taxes in order to fund school operations.  
The Montana legislature recently had to restructure the way in which it funds local 
                                                 
88 Missouri School Boards’ Association, News and Events [on-line], 
www.msbanet.org/news.asp?ID=321, June 26, 2006.   
89 Wiese, Kelly, Two-thirds of Districts in Lawsuit Affected by Requirement, Southeastern Missourian 
newspaper, June 12, 2006. 
90 Lieb, David A., Missouri Says It is Exceeding School Spending Requirement, Southeastern Missourian 
newspaper, September 21, 2007. 
91 Montana state code, Title 20, Chapter 6, Part 1, (Helena: 2005). 
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school systems in light of a suit that was decided on April 15, 2004. The Supreme Court 
of Montana found in the case of Columbia Falls Elementary School District No. 6, et al, 
v. The State of Montana, that state funding to local public school systems was not based 
on educationally relevant factors as required by the state Constitution.  The Court 
ordered that the state legislature adopt school funding legislation that meets the 
requirements of the Constitution of the State of Montana.   
The State of Montana now has a system of funding local systems as follows.  
Each year the Montana Office of Public Instruction calculates the level of funding 
needed by each local school system to properly fund education in that school district.  
This amount calculated for each school district is known as the base budget.  Each 
County in Montana must levy a property tax of 33 mills92 in order to fund elementary 
education and 22 mills93 in order to fund high school education.  If these amounts are 
not sufficient to meet the base budget as calculated by the Office of Public Instruction, 
then the state will make a payment to the local school system for the difference known 
as the equalization amount.  The local school trustees may fund an amount greater than 
the base budget by placing a referendum to do so before the voters that would increase 
the property tax levy.94     
                                                 
92 2007 Montana State Code Section 20-9-331. 
93 2007 Montana State Code Section 20-9-333. 
94 2007 Montana State Code Section 20-9-353. 
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Nebraska 
 Local School Boards in Nebraska are elected95 and are authorized by the state to 
levy property taxes, but are limited to a maximum levy each year that is calculated by 
the state.  In Fiscal Year 2005-06 that levy is $1.05 per $100 of assessed value.  
Nebraska has had a stated goal for several years of reducing the property tax burden on 
citizens of Nebraska for funding public schools.96     
Nevada 
 Local School Board members in Nevada are elected.97  School districts in 
Nevada correspond to county boundaries and have the authority to tax property to 
support school operations.  However, school districts are restricted as to what levies 
they may impose.  For example, values for owner occupied residences in 2004 could not 
increase more than three percent while values for all other real estate could not increase 
more than eight percent.  In addition, the state restricts local school districts’ property 
tax rates to no more than $.75 per $100 of assessed value.98   
New Hampshire 
 School Board members in New Hampshire are elected.99  Strictly speaking, 
local School Boards in New Hampshire do not have the authority to levy property taxes.  
Every year in New Hampshire, local School Boards each present an operating budget 
                                                 
95 Nebraska Association of School Boards, A Guide for School Board Candidates in Nebraska, (Lincoln: 
2006). 
96 Nebraska Department of Education, 2005/06 Budget Text, (Lincoln: May 2005).   
97 Nevada state code, Sections 386.160-225, (Carson City: 2005).   
98 Clark County School District Operating Budget for Fiscal Year 2005-06, (Las Vegas: 2005).   
99 New Hampshire School Boards Association, School Board Service, (Concord: 2004). 
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for consideration at a public meeting.  Voters in attendance who are legal residents of 
the school district have the authority to approve a final budget amount.  The voter 
approved budget amount is then submitted to the State Department of Revenue 
Administration that calculates a local property tax rate necessary to generate the local 
revenue required for the approved budget.100  
New Mexico 
 School Boards in New Mexico are elected101 and have the ability to levy 
property taxes to fund school operations.  They are limited by state law to a maximum 
of $.50 per $1,000 of property valuation for this purpose.102   The remaining resources 
to fund local school operating budgets are from the state and federal governments.   
North Dakota 
 School Boards in North Dakota are elected103 and are authorized to levy 
property taxes up to 185 mills to fund school operations.  Levies greater than that 
amount require voter approval of at least 55% in a special election.  The City of Fargo is 
exempt from these limitations by state code.104      
                                                 
100 Michener, R. Dean, Director of Information Services, New Hampshire School Boards Association, 
(Concord: no publishing date). 
101 New Mexico School Boards Association, New Mexico School Board Candidate Manual, (Santa Fe: 
2005).   
102 New Mexico Taxation and Revenue Department, 2004 Property Tax Facts, (Santa Fe: December, 
2004).   
103 North Dakota State Code Section 15.1-09-02, (Bismarck: 2005). 
104 North Dakota State Code Sections 57-15-14 and 57-16, (Bismarck: 2005). 
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Ohio 
 School Board members in Ohio are elected.105  Local School Boards in Ohio 
have the authority to levy property taxes and in fact are required to levy a minimum of 
20 mills in order to receive state funding for schools.  School Boards may levy up to an 
additional 10 mills without a referendum, but any additional levy above 10 mills must 
be approved by a referendum.106   
Ohio School Boards also have the ability to utilize income taxes as a source of 
revenue with voter approval.  Currently 153 of Ohio’s 614 school districts have an 
income tax.107     
Oklahoma 
 Local School Board members in Oklahoma are elected.108  The state of 
Oklahoma levies a 5 mills property tax statewide that is then distributed to local school 
systems based on average daily attendance.  In addition, local School Boards in the state 
may levy up to an additional 15 mills in order fund school operations.109 
Oregon 
 Local School Board members in Oregon are elected.110  School districts in 
Oregon have the authority to levy property taxes to fund school operations up to $5.00 
per $1,000 of value.  Prior to reaching this upper limit in each school district, the tax 
                                                 
105 Ohio School Boards Association, Board Candidate Information, (Columbus: 2005).   
106 Report from the Governor’s Blue Ribbon Task Force on Financing Student Success in the State of 
Ohio, Building a Better School Funding System, (Columbus:  2005).   
107 Ohio Department of Taxation, Individual Income Tax-School District [on-line], Available at 
http://www.tax.ohio.gov/divisions/school_district_income/index.stm, 2007.   
108 Oklahoma Department of Education, Your Local School Board, (Oklahoma City: 2006).   
109 Oklahoma State Code, Title 70, Chapter 1, Article V, Section 5-133, (Oklahoma City: 2005). 
110 Oregon School Boards Association, School Board Candidate Guide, (Salem: 2005). 
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rate may only be increased by a majority of the voters in an election wherein a majority 
of the registered voters actually vote, a double majority.111   
South Dakota 
Local School Board members are elected in South Dakota.112  Each school 
district in South Dakota is financially independent and able to levy property taxes to 
support school operations.  There are tax rate limits depending on the type of property 
being taxed.113 
Texas 
 School Board members in Texas are elected.114  All school districts in Texas are 
fiscally independent and are authorized to levy property taxes up to the maximum 
imposed by state law.  That maximum is $1.50 per $100 of assessed value for every 
school district.115  In November 2005, the Texas Supreme Court held that the existing 
school finance system in Texas is unconstitutional.  In Neeley v. West Orange-Cove 
Consolidated Independent School Districts Nos. 04-1144, 05-0145, and 05-0148, the 
state’s system for school funding was challenged on a number of issues.  The Texas 
Supreme Court found that the K-12 educational system in the state, in effect, requires 
local School Boards to tax at the maximum $1.50 rate and that this requirement makes 
the tax, in effect, a state tax in violation of the Texas Constitution.  The Texas Supreme 
                                                 
111 Oregon School Boards Association, History of School Funding [on-line], Available at 
http://www.osba.org/hottopics/funding/history.htm, 2005. 
112 South Dakota State Code, Chapter 13-5-1, (Pierre: 2005). 
113 Gatje, Char, Director of Research, South Dakota Education Association, South Dakota, (Pierre: 2000).   
114 Texas Association of School Boards, Resources for Board Candidates, (Austin: 2006). 
115 West Orange-Cove Consolidated Independent School District, Et Al., Appellees v. Shirley Neeley, 
Texas Commissioner of Education, Et Al., Appellees, No. 04-1144, July 6, 2005. 
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Court gave the Texas legislature until June 1, 2006 to overhaul school funding in the 
state.116   
 After a twenty-nine day special session of the Texas legislature, on May 29, 
2006 the Governor signed legislation into law that responded to the court’s directive.  
The legislation reduced the property tax burden by $.17 per $100 in 2007 and by $.33 
per $100 in 2008.  To offset this loss of funding for education, the legislation adopted a 
new state tax on the gross receipts of businesses in the state as well as new sales taxes 
on cigarettes and the sale of used cars.117   
Utah 
 Local School Board members in Utah are elected.118  School districts in Utah do 
have the authority to levy property taxes to support local school operations.  Each 
district is required to levy a basic real estate tax rate of $.1702 per $100 of assessed 
value in order to receive matching state funding for schools.119   
Vermont 
 School Board members in Vermont are elected.120  All school districts in 
Vermont are fiscally independent.  In order to receive state funding for school 
operations, local school districts must levy a minimum property tax rate that applies 
                                                 
116 Texas Association of School Boards Legal Services, Summary of the Decision of the Texas Supreme 
Court Neeley v West Orange-Cove Consol. Indep. Sch. District, (Austin: November 28, 2005). 
117 Connie Sadowski, “Texas Legislators Solve the State’s Finance Problems, At Last,” School Reform 
News, July 2006. 
118 Utah state code, Title 20A – Chapter 14 – Section 202, (Salt Lake City: 2005). 
119 Salt Lake City School District, Annual Operating Budget for FY2005-06, (Salt Lake City: 2005).  
120 Vermont State Code, Title 16, Chapter 9, Section 423 and Chapter 11, Section 706e, (Montpelier: 
2005). 
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statewide.  For fiscal year 2005-06, that rate was $1.02 per $100 of assessed value of 
residential property and $1.59 per $100 of assessed value of non-residential property.121  
 Because of the widespread use of Town Meetings in Vermont, some mention 
should be made of them.  As explained by Bryan in 2004, many towns in Vermont 
continue to use the Town Meeting to govern their school systems as well as their town.  
In these cases there would be no elected local school district representatives.  Some 
Town Meetings address school governance at the same Town Meeting where they 
address town governance, and some schedule a separate meeting to address schools.122      
Washington 
 Members of local School Boards in Washington are elected.123  School Boards 
in the state of Washington are fiscally independent and are authorized to levy property 
taxes.  About two-thirds of the state’s school districts are limited to a local levy of 24% 
of the district’s total federal and state revenues while the other one-third are limited to a 
levy of 34%.   
 In addition the state Constitution limits total property taxes applied to an 
individual’s property to 1% of market value.  Also, taxing districts over 10,000 in 
population may not increase property assessed values by more than 1% or the rate of 
                                                 
121 Vermont Department of Education, Overview of Vermont’s Education Funding System Under Act 68 
& Act 130,  (Montpelier: November 2005).    
122 Bryan, Frank M., “Real Democracy,” Chapter 4, The University of Chicago Press, (Chicago: 2004).      
123 Washington State School Directors’ Association, Serving on Your Local School Board - A Guide for 
Candidates – How to become a school director, (Olympia: 2003).  
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inflation, whichever is lowest.  This limit does not apply to new construction.  Finally, 
these limits may be exceeded by voter referendum in the districts where they apply.124   
West Virginia 
 Boards of education in West Virginia are elected125 and have the authority to 
levy property taxes to support school operations.  The West Virginia Constitution 
defines four classifications of property and the maximum property tax rate that may be 
levied on each by a local board of education.    
  Class I - $.22954 per $100 of assessed value   
  Class II - $.45904 per $100 of assessed value   
  Class III - $.91804 per $100 of assessed value   
  Class IV - $.91804 per $100 of assessed value 126   
 According to West Virginia Code Section 11-8-6c, whenever property tax 
assessments result in an increase of one percent or more in the projected regular levy  
total property tax revenues for county boards of education, the rates of the levy are to be 
reduced uniformly statewide and proportionately for all classes of property so that the 
total statewide property tax revenues to be realized from the regular levy tax collections 
for the forthcoming year will not increase by more than one percent of the current 
year’s projected property tax revenues.  A local board of education may exceed this 
limit by a majority vote of the voters in an election held for such purpose, but in no 
                                                 
124 Washington State Department of Revenue, Homeowner’s Guide to Property Taxes, (Olympia: 
December 2005). 
125 Constitution of West Virginia, Article 12, Section 6, (Charleston: 2005). 
126 West Virginia Department of Taxation, Summary of Tax Responsibilities of West Virginia Residents, 
Publication TSD-387, (Charleston: August 2004). 
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event may the tax rate exceed the legal limit noted above.  This excess levy 
authorization by the voters is good for only five years.127  
Wisconsin 
 Local School Board members in Wisconsin are elected.128  School districts in 
Wisconsin are fiscally independent and have the authority to tax property in their 
district in order to fund school operations.  They are however, limited in the amount of 
revenue that the school district may take in from year to year.  Under state law the 
amount of revenue a school district may receive from state aid combined with property 
tax revenues is limited to an increase of $241.01 per pupil in FY2004-05 and is indexed 
to inflation in each year thereafter.   
 A school district may exceed its revenue limit by obtaining voter approval in a 
referendum.  In requesting a referendum a school district must declare whether the 
increase in revenue is necessary for an ongoing expense of the school district or for a 
one-time expense of the school district.  If the referendum is approved, the additional 
tax rate will remain in effect in accordance with the school district’s declaration.129  
Wyoming 
 Local School Boards in Wyoming are elected.130  The state has one of the more 
complicated school district funding systems surveyed.  In 1995 the Wyoming Supreme 
                                                 
127 West Virginia Department of Education, Executive Summary Ad Valorem Property Taxes for School 
Purposes 2002-03, (Charleston: 2002).   
128 Wisconsin State Elections Board, School District Candidates, (Madison: February 18, 2005).   
129 Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau, Local Government Expenditure and Revenue Limits, 
Informational Paper 12, (Madison: January 2005).   
130 Wyoming State Code, Title 22, Section 22-102, (Cheyenne: 2005). 
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Court declared the entire Wyoming school finance system unconstitutional.  Thus the 
Wyoming legislature had to design a completely new funding structure for schools.  
That new structure was implemented on July 1, 1997. 
 Currently the funding of local school districts in Wyoming looks like this.  First, 
there is a six mill countywide property tax levy distributed by each county in the state to 
the school districts located within the county based on each school district’s average 
daily membership (ADM).  Secondly, each school district in the state levy’s a twenty-
five mill property tax.  Third, there is a statewide twelve mill property tax levy that the 
state uses to provide state funding to local school districts.  Finally, local school districts 
are able to levy higher mill rates through voter approval.   
 The 1995 court case required every K-12 student in Wyoming to have the same 
opportunity for a “proper education.”  In order to achieve this equity throughout the 
state among large, small, wealthy and poor school districts, the state legislature 
established several mechanisms to balance funding among local school districts.  The 
balancing mechanisms reduce or increase funding from the state to local school districts 
depending on each district’s student population, total expenditures, and total local 
revenues, among other factors.    
 Wyoming also addressed school construction in its new funding formula.  If a 
school district in Wyoming has property assessed values below 150% of the state 
average, it receives supplemental revenue from the state in order to offset its debt 
service costs on bonds issued to build schools.  The amount of the supplement depends 
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on the variance from 150%.  Court cases continue in Wyoming as to the 
constitutionality of the current formulas for state funding of local schools. 131       
 
States with Elected School Boards Only that Depend on the Local Governing Body 
for Local Funding to Schools 
 
Massachusetts 
 Massachusetts school systems are governed by locally elected School 
Committees.132  School Committees do not have taxing authority to raise revenues for 
the operation of the school system.  School committees must depend on an annual 
appropriation of funding from the local town or City Council in Massachusetts for any 
local funding that it receives in addition to the funding that the school system receives 
from the state and federal governments. 
 In making its annual appropriation to the local school system, town and city 
councils may only appropriate funds in general categories of expenditure and may not 
appropriate by line items within the school budget.  Exactly how school budget funds 
are expended is the prerogative of the local School Committee.133   
North Carolina 
 North Carolina local School Boards do not have taxing authority to support the 
operation of schools.  Rather, the local county board of commissioners is responsible 
                                                 
131 Wyoming State Legislature, School Finance Synopsis 2005 [on-line], Available at 
http://www.legisweb.state.wy.us/school00/synbopsis/syni.htm, 2005. 
132 Massachusetts Association of School Committees, Handbook for Massachusetts School Committee 
Members, (Boston, 2005).   
133 LeBovidge, Alan, Commissioner, Massachusetts Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, 
A Guide to Financial Management for Town Officials, (Boston: no reference date).   
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for providing funding to the local school system from revenues raised by the county 
government.  Some cities in North Carolina have their own School Board in which case 
the city is responsible for providing funding to the local school system.  School Boards 
in North Carolina are elected.134    
In 1995 a suit was filed in North Carolina commonly known as Leandro, the 
name of the family acting as plaintiffs.  Superior Court Judge Manning issued four 
Memoranda of Decision and the North Carolina Supreme Court also has issued a 
decision on the case.  The Leandro case centers on three questions: 
1. Is there a baseline level of education to which all children in North Carolina are 
constitutionally entitled, and if so, what is it?  
2. Who is responsible for providing this baseline level of education?   
3. Upon answering the former two questions, what are the parameters that the 
constitutionally responsible party must respect in providing the baseline level of 
education?  
In 1997, the North Carolina Supreme Court found that every child in North 
Carolina is constitutionally entitled to “a sound, basic education,” which is defined as 1) 
sufficient ability to read, write, and speak English, and practice mathematics and the 
physical sciences to allow the student to operate in a complex and rapidly changing 
society; 2) sufficient knowledge of geography, history, economics and politics to enable 
the student to competently participate in the community and nation; 3) sufficient 
academic and vocational skills to enable the student to successfully engage in post-
secondary education or vocational training; and 4) sufficient academic and vocational 
skills to enable the student to compete on an equal basis with others in further formal 
                                                 
134 State code of North Carolina, Article 5, Section 115C-35 and 37, (Raleigh: 2005).   
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education and gainful employment in contemporary society.  The Supreme Court 
remanded the case and instructed the Superior Court to rule against the State contingent 
on evidence to the effect that defendants in this case are denying children of the state a 
sound, basic education.  From that point the argument centered on the issues of funding 
and culpability. The critical questions that the Court wanted to focus on were: Whether 
or not the at-risk children were failing to obtain a sound basic education because of (A) 
a lack of sufficient funding for educational programs (state culpability); (B) a lack of 
effective leadership implementing effective educational programs for at-risk children 
(local culpability); or (C) a combination of both (mutual culpability)?  In its verdict, the 
Superior Court found first that the provision of a sound, basic education is incumbent 
on the state because “the North Carolina Constitution clearly provides that it is the 
obligation of the State to provide each and every child with the equal opportunity to 
obtain a sound basic education. That obligation includes not only funding, but providing 
assistance to the local school systems that are not carrying out their duties in regard to 
the sound basic education.   
The Court based this conclusion on the fact that the local school systems are 
merely constituent branches of the State, created for the State’s convenience in 
administering its constitutional obligation of a sound, basic education to every child. 
Consequently, when a local school system fails to meet that standard, responsibility 
revolves to the State. Upon these findings, the Superior Court, in accordance with 
Leandro, ordered the State, not the local school systems, to fix the deficiencies that exist 
with at-risk children. 
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In issuing this order, the Superior Court delved extensively into the criteria 
necessary for a child to receive a sound, basic education. These criteria are properly 
viewed as the parameters within which the State of North Carolina must act to remedy 
the constitutional complaints of its school children. 
Each school must have a good principal that is an effective, energetic, motivated leader. 
An integral facet of being a good principal is engaging in regular, high-quality 
professional development.  Each classroom must have a good teacher who is competent, 
certified, effective and energetic. Competent teachers are fully equipped to assess their 
students accurately and then modify the curriculum to meet each child's special needs. 
The State must ensure that all students are taught by teachers working within their field 
of expertise. Further, staff development and on-going training for teachers is essential 
and necessary.  
No single educational method or program is necessary. There are many efficient 
ways to teach, provided that they all cover the standard course of study in a focused 
manner.  A safe and orderly environment in the School is essential in order for students 
to learn.  High expectations of teachers and students are essential.  
These criteria support the findings that for at-risk children to have an equal 
opportunity for a sound, basic education, the State should provide quality pre-
kindergarten programs for at-risk children.  Economically disadvantaged children need 
opportunities and services over and above those provided to the general student 
population in order to put them in a position to obtain an equal opportunity to receive a 
sound basic education. These additional opportunities may include extra time on task, 
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lower class sizes, early childhood education, individual tutoring, early intervention, or 
supplementary instruction and materials.  Competent, well-trained teachers who are 
kept abreast of their subject matter through professional development are essential to 
dealing with the needs of at-risk children.135 
As recent as September 2007 Superior Court Judge Manning continues to act as 
monitor of local governments and local school districts in North Carolina to evaluate 
whether they are providing the funding necessary and are taking the operational steps 
necessary to meet the requirements of the Leandro ruling.136   
Tennessee 
 Local School Board members in Tennessee are elected.137  School districts in 
Tennessee are dependent on the local government for their funding.  There are no 
statutory limits on property tax rates in the state.  School Boards do not have authority 
to tax.  School Boards however, are able to pursue a procedure under Tennessee law to 
increase the property tax rate in their communities.  The procedure involves a vote by 
the School Board requiring a majority of 2/3 to increase the property tax rate to fund 
schools.  Once that vote occurs, a referendum is required in which the citizens of the 
jurisdiction vote on whether to increase the property tax rate.138   
                                                 
135 Leandro v. The State of North Carolina, Center for Teaching Quality, [available online at 
http://www.teachingquality.org/tqresources/leandro.htm], (Hillsborough: February 22, 2008) 
136 Boyum, Tim, Leandro Case Back in Court, TWEAN News Channel of Raleigh, [available online at 
http://www.teachingquality.org/tqresources/leandro.htm], (Raleigh: September 26, 2007).   
137 Tennessee School Board Association, Becoming a School Board Member, (Nashville: 2005).   
138 Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools, School Funding Task Force Final Report, (Nashville: February 
2005).   
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States with Appointed School Boards Only 
 
Maine 
 Local school systems in Maine are more complex than most states even though 
they are generally much smaller in size.  Maine has several forms of local school 
districts, but three major ones; cities or towns with individual supervision, Community 
School Districts (C.S.D.), and Education in Unorganized Territory (E.U.T.).  In cities or 
towns with individual supervision there is a School Committee appointed by the local 
governing body that administers the school system through a Superintendent.  The City 
or Town Council retains approval authority over the annual school budget and funds the 
local school system through property taxes and other local revenues coming to the city 
or town.  
 C.S.D.’s consist of two or more towns that have combined for the purpose of 
operating a school district to serve all of the member towns.  The governance of 
C.S.D.’s is by a school committee made up of members from each of the member 
towns.  Voting is proportional based on the number of students in the school system 
from each member town.  Each member town also contributes funding to the school 
district based on the number of students it has in the school system.   
 Some of the state of Maine is unorganized for the purposes of operating a school 
system, thus the term E.U.T.  In these areas the state is responsible for operating the 
school systems and may impose a property tax on the residents in the E.U.T. in order to 
fund the operations of the school system.  Other minor forms of school districts in 
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Maine are School Administrative Districts (S.A.D.), Indian Education, and Units Under 
Agent Supervision that vary only slightly from those discussed above.139  
 
States with Elected and Appointed School Boards that have Taxing Authority 
 
Indiana 
 Each school district in Indiana upon its incorporation decided how its Board of 
School Trustee members are to be selected.  Some school districts opted for general 
elections.140  Other school districts opted for appointment of school trustees.  In the case 
of appointment, the trustees may be appointed by a judge of the Superior Court, the City 
Executive, or the legislative body of the city or county,141  
 In Indiana local School Boards have the authority to levy property taxes in order 
to fund school operations in the district.  Property taxes include both real estate and 
personal property taxes.  Indiana has in place limitations on how much local property 
taxes may be increased each year.  In order to enforce these limitations and to review 
other aspects of local budgets, each local budget must be approved by the state 
Department of Local Government Finance.  Local government budgets, including 
School Boards, are not final until this review is completed.142    
                                                 
139 Maine Center for Economic Policy, Reforming School Funding, (Augusta: May 2003). 
140 Indiana State Code Section 20-4-26.2(b), (Indianapolis: 2005).   
141 Indiana State Code Section 20-4-1-26.3 (e), (Indianapolis: 2005).   
142 Reed, Dr. Suellen, Superintendent of Public Instruction, Digest of Public School Finance in Indiana 
2003-2005 Biennium, Indiana Department of Education, (Indianapolis: 2003).   
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Mississippi 
 School districts in Mississippi cities are appointed by the local governing body.  
All other School Boards are elected.143  School Boards in Mississippi have the authority 
to levy property taxes within certain limits.  A school district may receive up to a 107% 
of its property tax revenue in the upcoming fiscal year compared to the current fiscal 
year.  Districts wishing to increase their revenue more than 7% must hold a referendum 
to do so.  In addition, if 1,500 or 20% of the qualified voters petition the School Board 
in a district whose revenue is increasing at least to 104%, but not more than 107%, the 
School Board must hold a referendum on the increase in revenue before it may budget it 
as revenue.144 
New Jersey 
 There are 615 school districts in the state of New Jersey.  All but 18 of these that 
are appointed by local mayors, are elected.145  In addition, each year, School Boards in 
New Jersey must hold an election in which voters in each school district accept or reject 
the school budget proposed by the School Board for the upcoming fiscal year.146     
 In 2005, New Jersey was ranked as having the third heaviest state and local tax 
burden on its citizens of any state in the nation.147  Local School Boards in New Jersey 
rely heavily on local property taxes to fund school operations.  Statewide, local School 
                                                 
143 Mississippi School Boards Association, The School Board Primer, (Clinton: 2005). 
144 Ibid.   
145 Brindle, Jeffrey M., Deputy Director, School Board Campaign Financing, New Jersey Election Law 
Enforcement Commission, (Trenton: 2003).   
146 New Jersey Department of Education, Voters Approve More Than 70 Percent of School Budgets in 
Annual School Elections, (Trenton: April 20, 2005). 
147 The Tax Foundation, New Jersey’s State and Local Tax Burden 1970-2005, (Washington: November, 
2005).   
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Boards in the state supply 61% of school funding by levying property taxes.  The State 
of New Jersey and the federal government provide the remaining 39%.148   
 
States with Elected and Appointed School Boards that Depend on the Local 
Governing Body for Local Funding to Schools 
 
Alabama 
School districts in Alabama correspond to the boundaries of cities and counties.  
School Board members are elected in Alabama counties, but are appointed by the City 
Council in Alabama cities.149   
The use of ad valorem taxes in the state of Alabama is very restricted by the 
Constitution of 1901.  These restrictions are an effort to discourage what the state 
considers to be the excesses in taxation that were part of the Reconstruction period after 
the Civil War.  Local government in Alabama is the predominant user of the ad valorem 
tax.  County commissions in counties and City Councils in municipalities levy taxes, 
not local boards of education.  Local boards of education must depend on appropriations 
from the General Fund of the county or city, or must rely on taxes passed by County 
Commissions and City Councils specifically to fund education.  Examples of the latter 
are ad valorem property taxes, occupational taxes, as well as alcoholic beverage taxes.  
Public education in Alabama relies on the ad valorem tax levied by cities and counties 
for over half of its revenue.           
                                                 
148 New Jersey School Boards Association, Candidates’ Questionnaire: 2005 Gubernatorial Election, 
(Trenton: 2005).    
149 Alabama Association of School Boards, Becoming A School Board Member [on-line] 
http://www.theaasb.org/becoming boardmem.cfm, 2006. 
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Ad valorem taxes are levied on both real estate and personal property.  No ad 
valorem tax may be levied by a locality unless specifically authorized by the state 
Constitution.  The Constitution defines the rate that can be levied, the assessment ratio 
to be applied to the property, the method of local referendum and any time limitations 
on the rate being applied.  Local ad valorem taxes may not be levied for any longer than 
thirty years.  This necessitates that authorization for local property tax rates be renewed 
periodically.  An amendment to the state Constitution is required each time the ad 
valorem tax needs to be reauthorized or increased.     
The combination of a restrictive state Constitution and the difficulty in getting 
referendums approved for higher ad valorem taxes led the state in 1969 to authorize 
counties to levy business license taxes and sales and use taxes for public education.  In 
the same legislation, municipalities in Alabama were authorized to levy such taxes for 
any purpose and were not restricted to education.   
Finally, local boards of education may receive supplemental appropriations from 
County Commissions or City Councils in order to help fund education.  The funding for 
these appropriations are the general tax revenues collected by the individual county or 
city.150 
Connecticut 
 In Connecticut School Boards are elected except in some cities where they are 
appointed by the Mayor.  Each student in Connecticut is within a town or city school 
                                                 
150 Alabama State Department of Education, Financial and Education Law Training Program Study 
Guide, edited by the Superintendent’s Academy, (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama, February 6, 7, 
and 8, 2003.)       
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district.  In terms of finances, school districts in Connecticut are dependent on the town 
or city in which they are located for their local funding.  School Boards in Connecticut 
do not have the authority to levy property taxes.  Because the property tax is by far the 
largest revenue source for Connecticut municipalities and because funding of schools is 
such a large expenditure for Connecticut municipalities, many people relate property 
taxes in Connecticut with schools, even though there is no formal relationship.151     
Maryland 
 School districts in Maryland generally coincide with the county in which they 
are located.  Sixteen counties in the state have elected School Boards.  The School 
Board members of the County of Prince George are appointed jointly by the County 
Executive and the Governor.  The City of Baltimore School Board is appointed jointly 
by the Mayor and the Governor.  All remaining county School Boards are appointed by 
the Governor of Maryland.152   
School Boards in Maryland are similar to Virginia in that they do not have 
taxing authority.  School systems depend on the county or city government for their 
local funding153   
Rhode Island 
 Rhode Island local school committee members are elected except for two 
cases.154  These are the cities of Providence and Central Falls.  The state Board of 
                                                 
151 Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, Connecticut’s Tax System, (Hartford: 
October 14, 2005). 
152 Maryland State Code, Title 3, Section 108, (Annapolis:2005). 
153 Prince George’s County, Maryland, Annual Operating Budget for Fiscal Year 2005, (Upper Marlboro: 
2005).   
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Regents appoints members to the school committee in Central Falls and generally 
exercises substantial influence on the school system there.155  In the City of Providence, 
the Mayor appoints members to the School Board.156  In Rhode Island all local School 
Boards and committees are fiscally dependent, meaning that they are unable to raise 
their own revenue and depend on revenues raised by the local municipal governments 
that are then transferred to the school system to support school operations.157   
Virginia 
 Virginia employs independent local governments in its cities and counties 
including School Boards.  Each city or county has its own School Board responsible for 
governing the school system.  Almost 80% of School Boards in Virginia are elected, the 
remainder are appointed by the local governing body.  School Boards in Virginia are 
fiscally dependent on the local City Council or Board of Supervisors to obtain local 
funding to operate the schools.  School Boards in the state do not have the authority to 
levy taxes to support their operating budgets.  One town in Virginia has its own School 
Board, the Town of West Point.158 
                                                                                                                                               
154 Rhode Island State Code Title 16, Chapter 16-2, Section 5, (Providence: 2005).   
155 Rhode Island State Code Title 16, Chapter 16-2, Section 34, (Providence: 2005).   
156 Providence School Board, 2005 School Board Handbook, (Providence: 2005). 
157 Bilotti, Celeste P.,  State Aid Specialist, Rhode Island Department of Education, Rhode Island, 
(Providence: 2000).   
158 Virginia Department of Education, School Divisions [on-line].  Available at 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/div. 
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Unclassified States 
Hawaii 
 Hawaii’s local public education system, unlike the other 49 states, is a state 
system, and receives its funding from state and federal sources.  This unique system 
makes Hawaii the only state not dependent on local property taxes as a significant 
source of revenue for schools.159   
New York 
 School Board members in New York are elected except in New York City and 
Yonkers, where they are appointed by the local government.160  In fiscal year 2002-03, 
property taxes accounted for 91 percent of local revenues to schools in the state.  All but 
five local school districts in New York have the ability to levy property taxes in order to 
fund school operations.  The “Big Five” as they are known, New York City, Yonkers, 
Buffalo, Rochester, and Syracuse, are dependent on their respective city governments to 
provide local funding for schools each year.  These five school districts account for 42 
percent of the students in the entire state.161   
                                                 
159 State of Hawaii Department of Education, Superintendent’s 15th Annual Report, (Honolulu: 2004).  
160 New York State School Boards Association, School Board Members’ Role, (Latham: 2006).   
161 The University of the State of New York, The State Education Department, Fiscal Analysis and 
Research Unit, State Aid to Schools, A Primer, Pursuant to Laws of 2004, (Albany: December 2004).   
 
71 
Pennsylvania 
 With the exception of Philadelphia, local School Board members are elected.162  
Also with the exception of Philadelphia, school districts in Pennsylvania have authority 
to levy a number of taxes including real property taxes, income taxes, occupation taxes, 
real estate transfer taxes, per capita taxes, mercantile taxes, amusement taxes, 
mechanical taxes and other more minor taxes.  In Philadelphia, the Mayor appoints the 
School Board which relies on the city for local school funding.  Property tax limits do 
apply in Pennsylvania, but voters in each school district may choose from a menu of 
options that make property tax limitations different depending on which school district 
one is located.    
South Carolina 
 Local School Board members are elected in 78 of the 85 districts in the state.  In 
the remaining 7, School Board members are appointed by the County Board.163   
 South Carolina has several levels of School Board fiscal dependence.164  They 
are as follows: 
Fiscally independent         23 
State legislative delegation approves budget, sets millage rate    3 
Citizens meet to approve budget, set rates       3 
County Council approves budget, sets rates      20 
                                                 
162 Pennsylvania Department of Education, Welcome to Pennsylvania’s Public Schools [on-line], 
Available at http://www.pde.state.pa.us/k12/cwp/view.asp?a=165&Q=46056&k12Nav=|810|, 
(Harrisburg: December 29, 2005).   
163 South Carolina School Boards Association, Board Info: School Board Facts, (Columbia: 2005). 
164 South Carolina School Boards Association, Fiscal Authority, (Columbia: August 2005).   
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Referendum is needed to exceed established millage limits    11 
County Council must approve exceeding established millage limits    5 
State legislative delegation must approve exceeding established millage limits  7 
County Council has authority to raise millage limits, referendum necessary to  
 exceed Council established limits      11 
Special legislation is necessary for the School Board to exceed these limits   1 
 
Themes from Existing United States Local School Board Taxation Systems 
K-12 school funding is almost entirely generated by property taxes in the United 
States.  Of those school districts not reliant on cities and counties for their funding, 
ninety-six percent of their tax revenues are derived from the property tax.  Clearly 
independent school districts rely almost exclusively on the property tax for their local 
revenue for the operation of the school system.165 
 After surveying the school funding systems among the states, it is interesting to 
note the themes that appear and the degree to which Virginia resembles other state 
systems.  There are eight states that have local school funding systems similar to 
Virginia; Alabama, Connecticut, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, North Carolina, 
Rhode Island and Tennessee.  These nine state funding systems for local schools 
represent eighteen percent of all of the states, not an insignificant number when one 
considers all of the school funding systems from which each of the fifty states could 
choose.   
                                                 
165 Fisher, Ronald G., “State and Local Public Finance,” 3rd edition, Thomson/South-Western College 
Publishing: (Mason, OH: 2007). 
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In these nine states School Boards do not have their own taxing authority and 
the local school system relies on the local governing body for its local funding of the 
school system.  From the research thus far, it appears that no states have changed from 
School Boards without taxing authority to School Boards with taxing authority, or vice-
versa, in the recent past.  In fact, there is no indication that any states are currently 
discussing such changes formally.  Of these nine states Maine has appointed local 
School Boards; Massachusetts, North Carolina, and Tennessee have elected local 
School Boards; and Alabama, Connecticut, Maryland, Rhode Island, and Virginia have 
a combination of appointed and elected local School Boards.  
School Board Members and Taxing Authority* 
 
 
 School Board Taxing Authority 
for Local School Revenue 
 
Local School Revenue from 
Local Governing Body 
Elected School Boards Only AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, DE, FL, 
GA, ID, IL, IA, KS, KY, LA, MI, 
MN, MO, MT, NE, NV, NH, NM, 
ND, OH, OK, OR, SD, TX, UT, 
VT, WA, WV, WI, WY  
 
 
MA, NC, TN 
Appointed School Boards 
Only 
 
 
 
 
 
ME 
Elected and Appointed  
School Boards Used 
 
IN, MS, NJ AL, CT, MD, RI, VA 
 
*Please see page 70 for an explanation of New York’s system, page 71 for an 
explanation of Pennsylvania’s system and page 71 for an explanation of South 
Carolina’s system.  Hawaii’s K-12 system is operated by the state.   
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One theme that appears among several states is that of funding equity.  Either 
because of the state’s own challenges in court, or because it took notice of Serrano v. 
Priest, several states have taken steps to assure a level of equity in the funding formulas 
used to distribute funds to local school districts.  Prominent among these have been 
California, Florida, Michigan and Wyoming.   Many other states have changed their 
systems for funding local schools as debate about school funding equity moved across 
the country.   
The result of these concerns about equity in funding usually is a funding system 
more centralized at the state government level with much less emphasis on school 
funding from cities and counties.  In these instances, funding discretion is taken from 
the local government where resources, such as property values, may differ considerably 
between localities, and is centralized with the state where differences in resources at the 
local level can be neutralized.  There is no widespread discussion among Virginia 
School Boards at the current time about filing court challenges to the state’s system of 
school funding based on equity.  There are however wide disparities among Virginia 
cities’ and counties’ resources with which to fund local school systems.  Such a 
challenge could arise in the future. 
Another theme in the survey of states is property tax limitations.  In the majority 
of states surveyed, there is some form of property tax limitation.  These usually deal 
with real property taxes.  The only property tax limitations experienced by Virginia thus 
far are the limitations placed on localities levying a personal property tax on vehicles.  
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In the 2008 General Assembly session there were several bills that if adopted would 
have limited real estate assessed values or tax rates, but all failed.     
 A third theme that appears in the survey of other states is local School Boards 
with taxing authority.  Nine states have a “Virginia type” of system for funding local 
school systems.  Hawaii is the only state that operates local schools totally from the 
state level.  This leaves forty states that allow their local School Boards to have some 
form of taxing authority.  However, the taxing authority among these forty states varies 
widely in terms of flexibility and independence.  Local School Board taxing authority 
almost always takes the form of property taxes to fund the local school system.  While 
the majority of local School Board members in Virginia are now elected, the state has 
chosen so far not to give taxing authority to its local School Boards, and leaves the 
provision of local funding for schools to the state’s City Councils and Boards of 
Supervisors.    
 A fourth observation relates to simplicity.  After surveying the school funding 
systems of each of the states, the range of complexity of these funding systems runs 
from complex, such as in California, Maine, South Carolina and Wyoming, to relatively 
simple.  Relative to the other states, Virginia has a simple system for funding its local 
schools that is grounded in the Foundation Program begun in New York in the early 
1900’s.  State funding is provided based on a formula that has been applied for many 
years to all city and county school systems, and each City Council or Board of 
Supervisors provides local funding to schools based on what it thinks the school system 
needs and what the locality can afford, as long as they meet minimum funding levels 
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established by the state.  These two funding sources, along with a small amount of 
federal funds, make up the total local school operating budget in each Virginia school 
system.     
CHAPTER 4  THE PROCESS NECESSARY TO GIVE TAXING AUTHORITY 
TO LOCAL SCHOOL BOARDS IN VIRGINIA 
 
 Taxing authority could only be granted to local School Boards in Virginia after 
an amendment of the state Constitution.  Legislation requesting a state constitutional 
amendment would have to be passed by the state General Assembly in two consecutive 
sessions, a short session and a long session with an intervening General Assembly 
election between the two sessions.  The question of amendment to the state Constitution 
would then be placed on a general election ballot for approval or disapproval by voters 
statewide.   
 It is presumed that the amendment to the state Constitution would include a 
process wherein each city or county in the state would hold a referendum in the future 
in which voters would decide whether to give their local School Board taxing authority.  
Once such a referendum is approved by a given locality, taxing authority for that 
locality’s School Board would be implemented.  
 Another alternative would be for the General Assembly to allow amendment of 
the state Constitution in order to grant all elected School Boards in the state taxing 
authority without a local referendum.  This seems counterintuitive however, given the 
local-option procedure in place for Virginia localities to decide if they want elected 
School Boards.  
 A minimum of one year would be necessary to prepare the General Assembly 
members to vote on the legislation to give taxing authority to local School Boards in 
Virginia.  The General Assembly would require two years to vote on this legislation 
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twice with an intervening general election.  Then a statewide referendum would have to 
be held sometime in the months following the second General Assembly vote, let’s say 
eight months afterward.  If the statewide referendum is approved, localities would have 
to schedule individual referendums requiring at least a few months to do so.  If the 
individual referendums are approved, taxing authority for the local School Board would 
not take effect until the following January or July.  Taking all of these steps into 
account, the earliest that any locality in Virginia could achieve taxing authority for its 
local School Board would be approximately three and a half years after initiating the 
process with the General Assembly to vote on the constitutional amendment.   
Debt and Credit Ratings    
 Many local governments in Virginia have already issued debt to fund the 
construction of schools and school related facilities.  Billions of dollars remain 
outstanding on this debt that is the responsibility of City Councils and Boards of 
Supervisors.  More recent bond issues for school facilities may have up to a thirty year 
term before they are retired.  If local School Boards in Virginia obtain taxing authority, 
what becomes of these outstanding bonds?   
 Local governments, City Councils and County Board of Supervisors, could 
retain enough real estate taxing authority to make necessary payments on their 
outstanding debt for school facilities for the remainder of the bond issues’ lives.  Such 
levies would steadily decline as the debt is reduced and as assessed values increase over 
time.   
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 There is a difference of opinion as to the effect of School Boards in Virginia 
obtaining taxing authority on credit ratings of local governments and School Boards.  
The Virginia Association of Counties has talked with the rating agencies about this 
subject and offers this summary: 
One financial advisor hypothesized that the transfer could adversely 
affect the local government’s credit rating because of the perception of 
an additional tax burden on the citizens and the additional layer of 
bureaucracy involved.  Another financial advisor’s interpretation was 
that the local government credit rating would be enhanced if the 
schools’ portion of the debt were transferred to the school division.  
Junior analysts at the major rating agencies stated that each local 
government would have to be analyzed separately before the effect on 
the local credit rating could be determined.  A senior analyst at one of 
the major rating agencies said that the transfer should have no effect 
on a local government’s credit rating.166    
        
Organizational Issues  
 There are some organizational questions that will need to be answered if local 
School Boards are to obtain taxing authority in Virginia.  In order to levy a real estate 
tax a local government organization has to have a bureaucratic apparatus to do so.  This 
consists of a real property assessment system that establishes values of real property, a 
billing system to generate the bill for real estate taxes and a treasury system for 
collecting and holding current and delinquent real estate taxes.  All of these functions 
currently exist as part of the organizational structure of county and city governments in 
Virginia.   
                                                 
166 Ellen Davenport, Assistant Director, Virginia Association of Counties, interviewed by author, 2004.   
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It appears that the most efficient solution is to leave the functions mentioned 
above under the local government organizational structure in each locality and have the 
local School Board simply set the real estate tax rate each year necessary to fund the 
school operating budget and to fund future debt service on bonds issued to construct 
new school facilities included in the school capital budget.  If local School Boards 
obtain taxing authority local governments will still need to maintain their billing and 
treasury functions anyway to deal with other taxes and fees.  It would be inefficient for 
the local School Board to duplicate these functions.  The real property assessment 
process does not have to be duplicated if only one body has the authority to levy real 
estate taxes.  This function could reside with either local government or with the School 
Board.  But given the number of complaints that the real property assessment function 
generates and the few benefits it brings, local School Boards will probably prefer that 
that function remain with local government.   
Currently, counties in Virginia are required to hold referendums in order to issue 
debt while cities may issue debt with only a vote of the City Council.167  If School 
Boards in Virginia are given the authority to levy real estate taxes and to issue debt for 
the construction of future schools, should School Boards be required to hold a 
referendum before issuing such debt?  Rather than introduce another issue to be debated 
into the process of School Boards obtaining authority to levy real estate taxes, it would 
be less controversial to require School Boards in counties to hold referendums before 
                                                 
167 Virginia State Code, Section 15.2-2640, (Richmond, 2005). 
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issuing debt.  This procedure for County and City School Boards would parallel the 
process that City Councils and Boards of Supervisors must follow now to issue debt for 
general government capital projects.  Under this scenario, School Boards in cities would 
be able to issue bonds with only a vote of the School Board.  One should keep in mind 
though that the process of giving School Boards the authority to levy property taxes also 
presents an opportunity for those who might wish to change the current procedure 
regarding bond referendums.     
Political Considerations Relative to School Board Taxing Authority 
 For sixteen years from 1976 to 1992, Delegate David Brickley (D-Prince 
William County) introduced legislation in the Virginia General Assembly that would 
allow localities to decide if they wished to elect their local School Boards.  Opposition 
initially was strong from rural areas of the state as well as from long-term Democrats 
serving in the General Assembly who were generally opposed to significant changes in 
the structure of Virginia government.  However, as demographics changed in the state 
and as Republicans began to use elected School Boards as a campaign issue that 
resonated with the electorate, former Delegate Brickley’s legislation gained more 
support each year.  African-American voters supported elected School Boards in 
Virginia mainly in reaction to the Massive Resistance movement that had occurred 
decades earlier in the state. 168     
                                                 
168 David Brickley, Member of the Virginia House of Delegates from 1976 to 1998.  Interviewed by 
author, 18 May 2006.   
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 Delegate Brickley first introduced the legislation because there was much 
concern in his district over the state’s system of education and its direction for the 
future.  This concern first showed itself in Northern Virginia and spread to other parts of 
the state.  In former Delegate Brickley’s opinion, appointed School Board members 
were generally unresponsive to citizens’ concerns about the school system.  As long as 
School Board members kept their appointing City Council member or Board of 
Supervisors member happy, they had no incentive to respond to citizens’ concerns 
about the local school system.  As stated by former Delegate Brickley, “Changes were 
needed to make local School Boards more responsive.”169   
 Finally a bill was introduced for the sixteenth consecutive year in 1992, with tri-
partisan support, that would be successful.  The bill was sponsored by Delegate 
Brickley, former Speaker of the House Vance Wilkins and Delegate Lacey Putney who 
was an Independent.  On the Senate side the legislation was supported by the powerful 
Senate Majority Leader Hunter Andrews.  Support for the bill was strong from the 
suburban Golden Crescent as well as urban areas of the state.  Most of the opposition 
was from rural parts of the state, many who still had remnants of the Byrd Machine that 
saw elected School Boards as a dilution of their local power.  Of course local School 
Boards, all of whose members were appointed, opposed the legislation through the 
Virginia School Boards Association.170   
                                                 
169 Ibid.   
170 Ibid. 
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 In Delegate Brickley’s mind the primary issue addressed by this legislation was 
always accountability of School Boards to citizens interested in their local school 
system.  Delegate Brickley separated the issue of taxing authority for local School 
Boards and never included it as part of his proposed legislation.  One reason for this is 
that the General Assembly is traditionally reluctant to release any of its taxing authority 
to other government entities and the General Assembly did not feel that they should ask 
City Councils/Boards of Supervisors to do that either.  Secondly, taxing authority for 
local School Boards, if included in the legislation at the time, may have had a negative 
effect on support for the legislation making passage more difficult.  It would certainly 
have complicated the debate.  Delegate Brickley advises that he never really considered 
taxing authority for local School Boards as a logical second step in the process and was 
only interested in obtaining elected School Boards in the state in order to address the 
accountability issue that he felt existed.  He also advises that the possibility of taxing 
authority for local School Boards was not a significant point raised by opponents of the 
legislation during the debate over elected School Boards.  Finally in 1992 the 
confluence of persistent introduction of the legislation by former Delegate Brickley, 
changed demographics with more people moving into Virginia who were used to 
elected School Boards, support from the African-American population in the state, more 
Republicans elected to the General Assembly, and strong urban and suburban support 
resulted in passage of legislation to allow for the election of local School Boards.   
 The political reality of School Boards obtaining taxing authority in Virginia 
became apparent in interviews of members of the General Assembly.  Those members 
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are listed in the bibliography, but no direct quotes are attributed to them in this paper.  
The author afforded elected officials this privilege in order to obtain their genuine 
opinions without fear that their comments would be attributed to them directly.   
One member of the General Assembly observed that he is not hearing a call 
from the public, School Boards or local governing bodies at this point for School Board 
fiscal autonomy.  Lacking such a movement he does not feel the issue will be addressed 
in the near future by the General Assembly.  Specifically, he feels that local governing 
bodies, City Councils and Boards of Supervisors, would have to support the proposal in 
order for the General Assembly to consider it for action.  He also observed that some 
members of the General Assembly would be concerned, as they are now on some 
issues, that strong School Superintendents would exert inordinate influence over the 
School Board should local School Boards in Virginia obtain taxing authority.     
 Another member of the General Assembly interviewed thought School Board 
taxing authority is a good idea.  He agrees with the previous General Assembly member 
interviewed in that changes to allow taxing authority for School Boards statewide will 
have to start as a grassroots political movement that gains enough momentum to get the 
attention of the General Assembly.   
His further thoughts centered on the idea that the General Assembly should 
initiate taxing authority for School Boards in a few pilot localities to obtain some actual 
experience with its operation.  He suggested that the City of Richmond would be a good 
pilot site.  He also suggested that a rural school system and an innovative school system 
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like Hanover County would make good pilot sites for School Board taxing authority to 
be tried.   
 His reasons for including the City of Richmond were that power may be too 
centralized with the Mayor and needs to be shared rather than consolidated.  He also felt 
that by obtaining taxing authority the Richmond School Board may be able to generate 
more resources than they currently have.  His reason for including a rural locality as a 
pilot site is similar in that rural localities are unable to generate sufficient resources for 
their school systems and taxing authority may help this situation in some way.  The 
legislator’s reason for suggesting an innovative school system such as Hanover County 
is that such innovative school systems need a method to fund their cutting edge 
methods.  Taxing authority might be the way to generate that funding.        
 School Board members in Virginia may have differing views on the subject of 
taxing authority for School Boards.  One School Board member that was interviewed 
said that he would welcome taxing authority for his School Board.  He felt that by 
having taxing authority, his local School Board could better respond to the increasing 
demands of higher educational standards being placed on the school system by the state 
and federal government without accompanying funding.  The School Board could also 
better deal with the tremendous growth in special education children if the School 
Board could raise its own revenue.  In addition he felt that a School Board with taxing 
authority can better deal with public demands for additional school construction to be 
completed on a definite schedule.   
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 Under the current system, the school system is one of many local government 
departments competing for funding from the local governing body.  The competition is 
keen with the Police Department, Fire Department, Emergency Medical Services, and 
other local government departments.  There is little chance that the local governing 
body is going to be able to fully fund the school system’s requested operating budget or 
their requested school construction program with so many other demands.   
 The School Board member interviewed felt that a political movement for School 
Board taxing authority is probably ten or more years away.  He felt that it would likely 
be initiated in the less wealthy localities in Virginia who also have strong support for 
the local school system.  The school system in such localities will need additional 
funding to significantly improve the school system, but the local government will not be 
able to afford it.  The School Board member anticipates that this scenario will start a 
movement for School Board taxing authority so that local School Boards in the state 
may directly respond to the wishes of the community for improvement in the local 
school system.   
 However, the School Board member interviewed has colleagues who will not be 
interested in the responsibility inherent in School Board taxing authority.  These would 
be responsibilities for budget public hearings, setting tax rates, and hearing citizens 
complain about taxes that are too high.  This School Board member feels that School 
Board members who ran for office with the community service as their primary 
motivation will likely welcome taxing authority, whereas School Board members who 
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ran for office with the primary motivation of self-advancement will likely not want the 
additional responsibility of taxing authority.      
 He feels that the initiative for School Board taxing authority will have to be a 
grass roots campaign, not one initiated by School Board members.  School Boards will 
need to educate the public on the issue, many of whom do not know how school 
systems obtain their funding today.  However, if the movement is to be successful, he 
feels that it will have to start with the populace.   
 The School Board member interviewed observed that School Board elections 
will become more political if School Boards have taxing authority.  He acknowledged 
that local, state and national education associations would become more active in local 
School Board elections including providing campaign money to those that they support.  
He also said that School Board elections will become more partisan with Republican 
and Democrat tax policy entering the debate if School Boards have taxing authority.   
 Finally, the School Board member offered that generally, School Board 
members in Virginia are frustrated that they hear the public demands for improved 
schools but cannot raise additional funds to implement improvements.  He also pointed 
out that if School Boards in Virginia obtain taxing authority and increase taxes too 
much, a strong movement will likely sprout for Charter Schools as well as school 
vouchers where taxpayers say, “Give my tax money back to me because I can spend it 
more wisely than the school system can.”   
 An experienced local government elected official who was interviewed for this 
paper had some interesting observations and opinions.  He and some of his colleagues 
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feel that since elected School Boards have been implemented in Virginia, the working 
relationship between School Boards and local governing bodies has become much less 
cooperative than it was when School Board members were appointed.  He cited 
examples before 1992 where the local government official and the School Board 
member would hold joint meetings with constituents to hear their concerns about the 
school system as well as other local issues.  They could then work on the school related 
issues together, including funding if necessary to solve the problem.  Today this local 
government official feels that cooperation is lacking between the two elected bodies and 
that the elected School Board has put distance between themselves and the local 
governing body.  He feels that School Boards receiving taxing authority in Virginia 
would complete the separation of School Boards from local governing bodies to the 
point that there would be almost no comprehensive discussion between the two bodies 
about the issues facing the locality.     
He is also concerned because his experience has been that strong 
Superintendents of Schools can manipulate local School Boards to the detriment of the 
locality.  He feels that if elected School Boards in Virginia obtain taxing authority, 
strong Superintendents will have another powerful tool at their disposal if there is a 
weak School Board.  This local government official feels that some method is necessary 
to encourage elected School Boards in the state and local governing bodies to work 
closer together.     
 In addition, this local government elected official is concerned that taxing 
authority for local School Boards will bring about special interest groups who may 
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apply undue political pressure on the School Board.  Education associations were cited 
as an example.  There is also concern that taxing authority may encourage School Board 
candidates who are single issue candidates, or may encourage candidates who are more 
interested in furthering personal interests than in community service.    
 He pointed out that in his locality a minority of the total households in the 
locality have children in school.  As such these households could become a special 
interest group in themselves, to the detriment of other taxpayers, if School Boards 
obtain taxing authority.  He feels that for these reasons the local governing body in 
Virginia needs to continue to function as a check and balance by appropriating the 
school operating budget and capital budget.  The local governing body has a broad view 
of issues in the community and serves an important purpose in developing a 
comprehensive strategy for the locality that includes schools.     
 From this local government official who was interviewed and from one of the 
General Assembly members who was interviewed, came the feeling that elected School 
Boards with taxing authority would not necessarily redirect taxpayers’ concerns to the 
School Board.  The local government official interviewed feels that the electorate would 
still perceive him as the taxing authority and would continue to complain to him about 
taxes being too high and about school system issues.  His experience has been over 
many years that he receives the call when citizens “hit a brick wall,” whether that wall 
is with a local government administrator or the School Board.  This is still the case even 
with elected School Boards, and he would expect it to continue to be the case if School 
Boards did obtain taxing authority.  The General Assembly member observed that it 
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does not matter who the taxing authority is.  Many times the public does not know 
which body taxes them or how funds are distributed.  His experience is that when voters 
are concerned about taxes, they complain to all elected officials equally.       
 A different perspective is that by turning over real estate tax rate decisions to 
local School Boards, City Councils and Boards of Supervisors will be ridding 
themselves of one large headache related to the adoption of the annual operating budget.  
Two of the biggest issues that local governments in Virginia deal with each year as part 
of the budget process are how much to fund school operations and the setting of the real 
estate tax rate.  By turning these decisions over to the School Board these headaches 
may be relieved.  Mr. Michael Amyx, who has worked for municipal leagues in Iowa, 
Kansas, Minnesota, and Virginia offers that in states where School Boards have taxing 
authority, the tax rates for other municipal services provided by cities and counties 
become secondary.  In such states the tax rate being considered by the local School 
Board draws most of the attention as it is by far the largest local tax.171      
 As pointed out by Mr. Robley Jones, some City Council and Board of 
Supervisors members may not wish School Boards to have taxing authority for other 
reasons.  Virginia law requires that any county in the state that wishes to issue general 
obligation bonds in order to fund new capital projects must hold a referendum before 
doing so.  Typically Boards of Supervisors work with the School Board to include a 
number of new school construction projects in the referendum in addition to general 
                                                 
171 Michael Amyx, Executive Director, Virginia Municipal League.  Interviewed by author, 23 May 2006.   
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government projects such as new county buildings, roads, and parks, among others.  
Sometimes the reason that schools are included in such referendums is their popularity.  
County buildings, roads or parks may not be that popular, but new schools usually are.  
Therefore Boards of Supervisors may include new schools in a bond referendum to 
increase the likelihood that it will pass carrying all projects with it.  If School Boards in 
Virginia had their own taxing authority, School Boards would hold their referendums 
for bonds separate from counties, possibly making it more difficult for counties to get 
referendums passed for general government projects.172  
Finally, with the additional power that would come with taxing authority, 
School Board members will have to consider the additional political dynamics that such 
a system creates.  Mr. Amyx observed that locally elected School Boards in the states 
where he has worked receive substantial political pressure from local and state 
educational associations.  Large professional groups of teachers represent many votes 
for School Board members and are able to apply considerable pressure on local School 
Board members as they consider the operating and capital budgets for the school system 
each year.  City Council/Board of Supervisors members may see themselves as the 
better elected body to withstand strong special interest groups who are interested in 
school issues.173      
                                                 
172 Robley Jones, Director of Intergovernmental Relations, Virginia Education Association, interviewed 
by author, 11 May 2006.   
173 Michael Amyx, Executive Director, Virginia Municipal League, interviewed by author 23 May 2006.    
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 If Hobbes’ view of democracy as a social contract referenced earlier in this 
paper is correct, it raises questions relative to school governance in Virginia.174  Using 
the social contract model, what are the terms of the contract and who are the parties to 
the contract?  Let’s deal with the terms of the contract first.  Citizens share power and 
money with the local government in order that their interests relative to the local school 
system may be advanced.  In the case of parents with school age children, those 
interests are that the local school system will provide an education to their children that 
will make them into productive citizens and help them achieve a good quality of life.  
Citizens without school age children are also parties to the social contract.  These 
citizens also share power and money with the local government and expect a good 
school system in return.  As discussed by Berkman and Plutzer, good school systems 
are in demand, causing housing prices to escalate, thereby increasing the wealth of the 
citizens who live in the school district.175  The social contract in this case is the sharing 
of money and power in return for an increase in personal wealth.  
 The citizens are one party to the school social contract in Virginia, but who is 
the other, the local School Board or the City Council/Board of Supervisors?  Both are 
now elected in most cities and counties in Virginia.  It could be the School Board in that 
the School Board is responsible for establishing school system policies, operating the 
school system and spending the funds that are provided by the City Council/Board of 
Supervisors.  Or it could be the City Council/Board of Supervisors in that if they do not 
                                                 
174 Zeigler, Harmon, “Political Community,” Chapter 2, Longman, (New York: 1990). 
175 Berkman, Michael B. and Plutzer, Eric, “Ten Thousand Democracies,” Chapter Three, George 
Washington University Press, (Washington: 2005).      
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provide adequate funding to the local school system, there are severe limitations on 
what the local school system can achieve.  This ambiguity is troublesome in Virginia’s 
social contract for schools.  It may not be clear to citizens whom they should hold 
accountable for the quality of the local school system, the School Board, the City 
Council/Board of Supervisors, or both?          
 From the Literature Review at the beginning of this paper and from the narrative 
at the beginning of this section, we see that the structure of school governance in 
Virginia has history.  It was established during the Progressive Movement of the early 
1900’s in an effort to remove politics from the administration of school systems.  
Approximately one hundred years later a step was taken away from this history when 
localities in Virginia were allowed by the General Assembly to vote for their School 
Board members.   
 Repeating a question from Governing America’s Schools, the test of whether a 
democracy exists is, “Are the governors responsive to the preferences of the 
governed?”176  Repeating a statement also from Governing America’s Schools, “Boards 
are the mechanism whereby schools can be made more responsive to their constituents.  
Whatever the perils that more responsive schools may bring, the costs of insulation 
from the community are greater.”177  Can School Boards in Virginia be responsive to 
the citizens regarding the school system if they do not control funding of the school 
                                                 
176 Jennings, M. Kent, Peak, G. Wayne and Zeigler, L. Harmon, “Governing America’s Schools,” Chapter 
1, Duxbury Press, (North Scituate: 1974), referencing Eulau, Heinz and Prewitt, Kenneth, 
“Labyrinths of Democracy,” Bobbs-Merrill, (Indianapolis: 1973).     
177 Jennings, M. Kent, Peak, G. Wayne and Zeigler, L. Harmon, “Governing America’s Schools,” Chapter 
13, Duxbury Press, (North Scituate: 1974). 
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system?  Does the political system in Virginia for governing schools meet the test above 
to be described as a democratic system?    
The Implications of Serrano v. Priest for Virginia 
  After 1971 the impact of Serrano spread to numerous states across the country 
where challenges were made by poorer school districts demanding more funding from 
the state and asserting that it was unconstitutional in their states for poorer school 
districts to receive less funding than wealthier localities just because they had a smaller 
tax base.  In other words, the issue raised in many states was one of equity of funding 
among local school systems.   
 The Serrano decision had the impact in many states of centralizing the funding 
process for local school systems with state government so that the states can comply 
with the equity demands of Serrano and similar cases in their states.  Some argue that 
once a state is required, or chooses, to equalize school funding, property taxes in effect 
become statewide taxes.  Once this situation develops, the deficiencies of property taxes 
are magnified and property tax limitation initiatives may flourish, such as was the case 
with Proposition 13 in California.  It is hoped that equity in school funding will not 
once again become an issue in Virginia, but if it does, the experience of other states will 
be instructive as to what could happen in Virginia.  Attorneys expert in the Constitution 
of Virginia would have to analyze whether the state Constitution provides any grounds 
for challenging the state’s system for funding local schools on the basis of equity.     
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Recent Tax Limitation Developments 
 It is interesting to note that after years of tax limitation philosophy in the United 
States, there appears to be some erosion of that philosophy.  In 1992, Colorado citizens 
led a successful campaign to get the Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights (TABOR) passed.  In 
2005, faced with a fiscal crisis in government, residents voted to suspend TABOR for 
five years.178  In April 2005, the Washington state legislature suspended for two years 
the requirement that a two-thirds majority of the legislature be required to approve any 
tax increase.179  Time will tell us whether these two states are the beginning of a larger 
movement or are just isolated incidents.        
                                                 
178 Ehrenhalt, Alan, “Rewriting the Formula,” Governing, (February 2005).   
179 Ragan, John, “Voters Suspend Tax Revenue Limitations,” American City and County, (January 2006). 
CHAPTER 5  THE AFFECT OF SCHOOL BOARD 
TAXING AUTHORITY ON FIFTEEN VIRGINIA LOCALITIES 
 
 
 First, it is proposed that local school districts would obtain taxing authority only 
through a local option referendum, similar to the referendums that have resulted in 106 
localities out of 135 choosing to have all of their School Board members elected by the 
voters.180  Such a process would give communities a choice rather than the General 
Assembly forcing a statewide mandate upon localities. 
 Second, local School Boards in Virginia that gain the authority to tax should be 
required to follow the same procedures currently in the state code that must be followed 
by City Councils and Boards of Supervisors in levying real estate taxes.  These 
procedures include appropriate advertisement of proposed tax rates, the holding of 
public hearings, and the procedure for adopting annual operating and capital 
improvement budgets.  These procedures are familiar to citizens of the state, so 
duplication of these procedures by local School Boards should make the process more 
comfortable for citizens.   
 In order to get an understanding of how this proposal for School Board taxing 
authority will affect the real estate tax rates in cities and counties in Virginia, fifteen 
cities and counties have been selected from the total population of one hundred and 
thirty five, and included in the following chart.  In selecting these fifteen localities an 
effort was made to represent a diversity of Virginia cities and counties in terms of 
                                                 
180 Virginia School Boards Association, Virginia-Election of School Boards [on-line], Available at 
http://www.vsba.org/Bdelect.htm, 2008. 
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population and in terms of geography.  For example, in terms of population, the selected 
localities range from the County of Northumberland at 12,900 to the County of Fairfax 
at 1,022,100.181  In terms of geography, an effort was made to select localities from 
representative areas of the state including Northern Virginia, Central Virginia, Eastern 
Virginia and Southwestern Virginia. Also included were two localities that are part of a 
joint school system that serves two school districts.  These are the City of Williamsburg 
and the County of Bedford.   
A definition of the column headings used in the chart is provided below: 
Local Funding of School Operations – This column indicates the amount of 
local funding being provided in FY2006 by the City or County to its school 
system to support school operations.   
 
Annual School Debt Service – This column shows the amount being paid in 
debt service in FY2006 by the locality for bonds that have been issued for 
school construction that are still outstanding.     
 
Total Support of Schools – This column is the sum of the first two columns 
and indicates the total financial support being given to the school system in 
FY2006 by the City or County.   
 
Revenue from $.01 R.E. Tax Rate – This column calculates the amount of 
revenue generated in FY2006 by each penny of the real estate tax rate levied by 
the City Council or Board of Supervisors. 
 
New R.E. Tax to Fund Schools – This column calculates at what rate the 
School Board would have to set the real estate tax rate to generate just enough 
revenue to fund school operations in FY2006. 
 
                                                 
181 2005 Provisional Population Estimates, The Cooper Center for Public Service, University of Virginia, 
January 25, 2006 [on-line], Available at  
http://www3.ccps.virginia.edu/demographics/estimates/2005/2005_estimates_Virginia.pdf, 2006. 
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New City/County R.E. Tax Rate – This column tells us what the real estate tax 
rate will be for general city or county government in FY2006 after the School 
Board sets its real estate tax rate to fund school operations.    
 
Exist City/County R.E. Tax Rate – The actual city or county real estate tax 
rate in FY2006. 
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 Local Funding of Annual School Total Support of Revenue from $.01 New R.E. Rate to New City/County Total Current City/
Locality School Operations Debt Service Schools R.E. Tax Rate Fund School Operations R. E. Tax Rate County R. E. Tax Rate
City of Alexandria $138,753,138 $10,586,000 $149,339,138 $2,728,878 $0.51 $0.41 $0.92
City of Colonial Heights $15,301,432 $194,058 $15,495,490 $116,900 $1.31 ($0.11)
($0.17)
($0.05)
($0.07)
$1.20
City of Martinsville $6,673,131 $1,057,438 $7,730,569 $60,067 $1.11 $0.94
City of Roanoke $54,327,299 $7,245,248 $61,572,547 $518,033 $1.05 $0.16 $1.21
City of Virginia Beach $281,700,000 $40,900,000 $322,600,000 $3,761,716 $0.75 $0.27 $1.02
City of Waynesboro $9,980,291 $1,506,289 $11,486,580 $120,951 $0.83 $0.78
City of Williamsburg* $6,420,761 $0 $6,420,761 $126,481 $0.51 $0.03 $0.54
County of Bedford* $27,247,852 $5,870,638 $33,118,490 $433,744 $0.63 $0.02 $0.65
County of Chesterfield $181,013,300 $41,220,200 $222,233,500 $2,244,607 $0.81 $0.26 $1.07
County of Fairfax $1,431,337,820 $130,281,443 $1,561,619,263 $17,760,823 $0.81 $0.19 $1.00
County of Loudoun $407,081,000 $97,552,825 $504,633,825 $4,605,500 $0.88 $0.16 $1.04
County of Nelson $8,753,871 $3,276,360 $12,030,231 $142,976 $0.61 $0.11 $0.72
County of Northumberland $8,406,027 $601,000 $9,007,027 $123,600 $0.68 $0.61
County of Prince William $311,708,195 $48,629,423 $360,337,618 $4,303,957 $0.72 $0.20 $0.92
County of Spotsylvania $75,878,182 $25,141,408 $101,019,590 $876,954 $0.87 $0.02 $0.89
*  Joint school system with another locality.  
Equivalent Real Estate Tax Rate to Fund Schools
Compared to Existing Local Rates for FY2005-06
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 Some interesting results appear in the last three columns of the chart.  We can 
see that in most of the cities and counties, the real estate tax rate for FY2006 is set high 
enough to fund the locality’s contribution to fund school operations were it dedicated 
for that purpose.  In four cities and counties, the real estate tax rate is not set high 
enough to fund the locality’s contribution to fund school operations.  These are the 
numbers under the second column from the right in red parentheses. 
 There is no way for a city or county to levy a negative tax rate indicated on the 
chart.  So in the four cases on the chart, and in similar localities in Virginia, real estate 
tax payers would be paying a higher total real estate tax rate once School Board taxing 
authority is implemented.  This will likely be unacceptable to taxpayers and seems 
basically unfair on its face.  In these cases state and local governments will have to 
devise a way to reduce the overall tax burden on citizens so that their tax burden is the 
same or less than before School Board taxing authority is implemented.  Otherwise the 
proposal of School Board taxing authority is sure to fail.   
 One way to address this situation is the reduction of other taxes.  In cities and 
counties with this challenge the City or County would reduce its real estate tax rate to 
$0.00 and would reduce other local taxes (i.e. personal property, sales, meals, utility, 
etc.) to the point necessary to equalize the overall tax burden to its citizens.  For a 
specific example on the chart let’s take the City of Colonial Heights.  In addition to 
reducing its real estate tax rate to $0.00, Colonial Heights would have to reduce its other 
local taxes by $1,285,900 which is the amount of revenue that would be generated by 
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$.11 on the real estate tax rate.  This is one solution to the problem.  Others could be 
devised as well.    
 
 
CHAPTER 6  SURVEY AND DATA ANALYSIS 
 
It was discussed earlier in this dissertation that interviews with members of the 
Virginia General Assembly indicated that General Assembly members would not 
consider taxing authority for elected School Boards in Virginia unless that position was 
generally supported by City Council/Board of Supervisors members, School Board 
members, City/County CAO’s and School System CAO’s.  This realization led us to 
our research question, “To what degree do local government officials in Virginia 
support fiscal autonomy for locally elected School Boards in the state?”  To answer that 
question a survey was distributed to 1,782 Virginia local government officials that 
asked them to respond to twenty-five questions regarding local government in Virginia.   
The survey was distributed and the results compiled by the Virginia 
Commonwealth University Survey and Evaluation Research Laboratory.  Two 
consecutive email surveys were distributed and a third, paper survey was sent to those 
who had not yet responded to the two email surveys.  A total of 647 surveys were 
returned for a response rate of 36%.  A copy of the survey questions and frequency 
tables begin on page 127.  The respondents were anonymous, but coded in two different 
ways.  First, respondents were coded by four different categories of professional 
position that they held as follows: 
1. Members of City Councils or Boards of Supervisors. 
2. City Managers, County Administrators, County Executives  
and County Managers. 
3. School Board members. 
4. School Superintendents. 
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The respondents were also coded by geographical area of the state using a modified 
version of the geographical distribution of Virginia created by the Weldon Cooper 
Center for Public Service at the University of Virginia.  The geographical categories 
used were Central Virginia, Eastern Virginia, Northern Virginia, and Southwest 
Virginia.  A listing of the localities included in each of these geographical areas is also 
included in the Appendix to this dissertation.    
 As part of answering the survey questions, data was gathered from each of the 
respondents on the following personal variables: 
1. Years served by the respondent in his/her professional position. 
2. Population of the respondent’s locality. 
3. Whether School Board members in the respondent’s locality are elected, 
appointed, or both. 
4. Whether the respondent has had professional or personal experience with 
School Boards that have taxing authority.   
 
A Chi Square calculation is a statistic used to measure whether two variables are 
independent of one another or are related to one another.  Chi Square calculations were 
made for each of the survey questions comparing answers received for each question to 
the following variables: 
1. Years served by the respondent in his/her professional position. 
2. Population of the respondent’s locality. 
3. Whether School Board members in the respondent’s locality are elected, 
appointed, or both. 
4. Whether the respondent has had professional or personal experience with 
School Boards that have taxing authority.   
5. Professional position held by the respondent. 
6. Geographical location of the respondent. 
7. Professional position held by the respondent and geographical location of the 
respondent. 
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The null hypothesis in each case was that the answer to the survey question 
under consideration is independent of each of the variables listed above.  A Chi Square 
calculation had to be done for each answer to each survey question in relation to each of 
the variables listed above at the appropriate degree of freedom.  If the calculated Chi 
Square value exceeded the calculated probability level one would expect, then we reject 
the null hypothesis.  This calculation was made in every case both at the .05 level of 
significance and the .10 level of significance.  In cases where the null hypothesis was 
rejected at the .05 level, it is said that there is a strong relationship between the two 
variables under consideration.  In cases where the null hypothesis was rejected at the .10 
level, it is said that there could be some relationship between the two variables under 
consideration.  STATA software was used to perform these calculations.           
Aggregate Answers to Survey Questions 
 Prior to discussing whether answers to each survey question were independent 
of or related to the variables above, a few observations on the aggregate answers to 
some of the survey questions would be in order.  In Question 1 of the survey where the 
scale was from 1 – One of the worst to 6 – One of the best, 86.26% of the respondents 
ranked Virginia at 4, 5, or 6 on the quality of the K-12 education in Virginia relative to 
other states.  This seems to indicate that respondents have a high opinion of K-12 
education in Virginia in comparison to other states.  Similarly, in answer to Question 3, 
82.4% ranked K-12 educational quality in their locality as 4, 5, or 6.  This also indicates 
a high opinion of K-12 education by the respondents in the City or County where they 
live.   
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 Somewhat of a surprise were the responses to Question 5.  73.1% of the 
respondents somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that the City Council or Board 
of Supervisors in their City or County and the School Board work well together.  This 
seems to indicate a much lower level of friction between City Councils/Boards of 
Supervisors and School Boards than one might assume. 
 Over half of the respondents to Question 9, 54.3%, believe that City 
Councils/Boards of Supervisors perform a valuable review of the School Board’s 
proposed Operating Budget each year as they appropriate the funds necessary for the 
school system to operate.  Regarding Question 10, just over half of the respondents, 
51.0% believe that City Councils/Boards of Supervisors have about the right amount of 
review authority now over proposed School Operating Budgets as they work through 
the annual budget process. 
 Respondents were also split fairly evenly in Question 11 whether elected School 
Boards should be fiscally independent or whether they should continue to be dependent 
on the City Council or Board of Supervisors for their appropriations.  In Question 12, 
55.8% of respondents did say that if elected School Boards had taxing authority, they 
would be more responsive to the electorate.   
 Interestingly, in response to Question 16, 59.3% of the respondents felt that if 
School Boards in Virginia were able to raise their own revenues to fund operations, 
there would be no significant change in the quality of K-12 education.  Also, in 
Question 17, 75.7% of the respondents felt that if School Boards do obtain taxing 
authority, limits should be placed on the amount of property tax that they may levy.  
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70.0% of the respondents to Question 18 feel that if School Boards obtain taxing 
authority, then cities and counties where this happens should still be able to utilize the 
property tax as a revenue source rather than giving it up.   
 Relative to obstacles to School Boards in Virginia becoming fiscally 
independent, respondents to Question 19 tell us that they believe there are too many 
political hurdles for this to be accomplished.  74.0% of the respondents agree, 
somewhat agree, or strongly agree that there are too many political hurdles.  In the same 
vein 69.9% of the respondents to Question 20 agree, somewhat agree, or strongly agree 
that there are too many legal, intergovernmental, and procedural hurdles for School 
Boards to obtain taxing authority.  In Question 21 only 9.4% of the respondents could 
envision School Boards obtaining taxing authority in the near future, 48.6% could 
envision School Boards obtaining taxing authority in the distant future, and 42.0 could 
not envision School Boards ever obtaining taxing authority. 
Relationship of Survey Question Answers to Years Served in Current Position 
 Question 22 of the survey asked respondents how many years they had served in 
their current professional position.  Chi-square values were calculated using the answers 
to Question 22 as a variable and using the answers to each of the other survey questions 
as the other variable.  The null hypothesis in this case is that the length of time the 
respondents have served in their present positions is independent of the answers to each 
of the other survey questions.   
 The null hypothesis was rejected at the .10 level of significance for Question 2 
indicating that there may be some dependency between length of time the respondents 
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have served in their present positions and their ranking of the quality of K-12 education 
in their region of Virginia.  In Question 6 the null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 
level of significance indicating that there is dependency between length of time the 
respondents have served in their present positions and whether they believe that elected 
School Boards in Virginia have improved local government in Virginia.  The null 
hypothesis is also rejected at the .05 level of significance for Question 8.  This tells us 
that there is dependency between the length of time respondents have served in their 
present positions and whether they believe that the method of selection of School Board 
members affects the quality of education.  Finally, the null hypothesis is rejected at the 
.05 level of significance for Question 13.  This indicates that there is dependency 
between the length of time respondents have served in their present positions and 
whether respondents believe that having taxing authority would affect the amount of 
revenue that local School Boards in Virginia raise for school system operations.              
Relationship of Survey Question Answers to Population  
 Question 23 of the survey asked respondents the population of their city or 
county.  Chi-square values were calculated using the answers to Question 23 as a 
variable and using the answers to each of the other survey questions as the other 
variable.  The null hypothesis in this case is that the population of the respondent’s 
locality is independent of the answers to each of the other survey questions.   
 The null hypothesis was rejected at the .10 level of significance for Question 1 
indicating that there may be some dependency between the population of the 
respondent’s locality and their ranking of the quality of K-12 education in Virginia 
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relative to other states.  The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of significance 
for Question 3 indicating dependency between the population of the respondent’s 
locality and their ranking of the quality of K-12 education in their locality.  The null 
hypothesis was rejected at the .10 level of significance for Question 7.  This may mean 
that there is some dependency between the population of the respondent’s locality and 
which School Board selection method they believe makes for the most efficient 
educational system.  The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level for Question 17.  
This indicates that there is dependency between the population of the respondent’s 
locality and whether they believe that limits should be placed on how much a School 
Board may levy in real property tax should they obtain that authority.  Lastly, the null 
hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of significance for Question 24 indicating a 
dependency between population of the respondent’s locality and how their School 
Board members are chosen.   
Relationship of Survey Question Answers to Method of Choosing School Board 
Members 
 
 Question 24 asked respondents how their local School Board members are 
chosen, all elected, all appointed, or some elected and some appointed.  A Chi-square 
calculation was made using answers to this question as one variable and answers to each 
of the other survey questions as the other variable.  The null hypothesis is that the 
method of choosing School Board members in the respondent’s locality is independent 
of the answers to each of the other survey questions.  
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 The null hypothesis was rejected at the .10 level of significance for Question 4 
meaning that there may be some dependency between how School Board members are 
chosen in a locality and how well respondents believe that City Councils/Boards of 
Supervisors and School Boards in Virginia work together.  The null hypothesis was 
rejected at the .05 level of significance for Question 10 meaning that there is a 
dependency between how School Board members are chosen in the respondent’s 
locality and whether respondents believe that City Councils/Boards of Supervisors 
should have more or less authority to review the details of the proposed School 
Operating Budget each year.  The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of 
significance for Question 16.  This indicates a dependency between how School Board 
members are chosen in the respondent’s locality and whether respondents believe that 
School Boards being able to raise their own revenue would affect the quality of K-12 
education in those localities.  Interestingly, the null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 
level of significance for Question 20.  There is a dependency between how School 
Board members are chosen in a respondent’s locality and whether respondents believe 
that there are too many legal, intergovernmental, and procedural issues to be overcome 
for elected School Boards in Virginia to become fiscally independent.  Similarly, the 
null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of significance for Question 21 telling us 
that there is a dependency between how School Board members are chosen in the 
respondent’s locality and whether respondents can envision School Boards in Virginia 
becoming fiscally independent in the near future, the distant future, or never.  Finally, 
the null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of significance for Questions 23 
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indicating that there is a strong dependency between how School Board members are 
chosen the population of the respondents’ locality. 
Relationship of Survey Question Answers to Personal or Professional Experience 
with Fiscally Independent School Boards 
 
 The null hypothesis in this case is that respondents’ personal or professional 
experience with fiscally independent School Boards is independent of the answers to 
each of the other survey questions.  The null hypothesis was rejected for Question 4 at 
the .05 level of significance indicating a dependency between personal or professional 
experience with fiscally independent School Boards and whether the respondents 
believe that City Councils/Boards of Supervisors and School Boards in Virginia work 
well together.  The same was true for Question 5 at the .05 level of significance causing 
us to reject the null hypothesis.  This indicates a dependency between personal or 
professional experience with fiscally independent School Boards and whether 
respondents believe that City Councils/Boards of Supervisors and School Boards in 
their community work well together.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 6 at 
the .05 level of significance telling us that there is a dependency between the 
respondents’ personal or professional experience with fiscally independent School 
Boards and whether respondents believe that elected School Boards in Virginia have 
improved the quality of local government.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 
7 at the .10 level of significance indicating that there may be a dependency between 
personal or professional experience with fiscally independent School Boards and 
whether respondents believe that the method for selecting School Board members 
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affects the efficiency of the educational system.  The null hypothesis is rejected for 
Question 10 at the .05 level of significance telling us that there is a dependency between 
respondents’ personal or professional experience with fiscally independent School 
Boards and respondents’ opinions whether City Councils/Boards of Supervisors should 
have more authority to review the details of the proposed School Operating Budget each 
year.  The null hypothesis was rejected for Question 16 at the .05 level of significance 
indicating that there is a dependency between respondents’ personal or professional 
experience with fiscally independent School Boards and whether respondents believe 
that if School Boards in Virginia were able to raise their own revenue, students in the 
state would receive a better K-12 education than they do now.  The null hypothesis is 
rejected for Question 17 at the .05 level of significance telling us that there is a 
dependency between respondents’ personal or professional experience with fiscally 
independent School Boards and whether respondents believe that if School Boards in 
Virginia obtain the real estate tax, they should be limited as to how much they may 
levy.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 20 at the .05 level of significance 
indicating a dependency between personal or professional experience with fiscally 
independent School Boards and whether respondents believe that there are too many 
legal, intergovernmental, and procedural issues to be overcome for elected School 
Boards in Virginia to become fiscally independent.  Finally, the null hypothesis is 
rejected for Question 21 at the .05 level of significance telling us that there is a 
dependency between respondents’ personal or professional experience with fiscally 
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independent School Boards and whether respondents can envision School Boards in 
Virginia becoming fiscally independent in the near future, the distant future, or never.      
Relationship of Survey Question Answers to Professional Position 
 Respondents’ returns were coded in the following four groups according to the 
professional position that they held:  
1. Members of City Councils or Boards of Supervisors. 
2. City Managers, County Administrators, County Executives and County 
Managers. 
3. School Board members. 
4. School Superintendents. 
 
Chi-square values were calculated for each of the survey questions using professional 
position of the respondents as a variable.  The null hypothesis in this case is that the 
professional position of the respondent is independent of the answers to each of the 
other survey questions.     
The null hypothesis is rejected a the .10 level of significance for Question 4 
telling us that there may be a dependency between the professional position of the 
respondents and whether respondents believe that City Councils/Boards of Supervisors 
and School Boards in Virginia work well together.  In like manner, the null hypothesis 
is rejected at the .05 level of significance for Question 5 indicating that there is a 
dependency between the professional position of the respondents and whether 
respondents believe that City Councils/Boards of Supervisors in their own communities 
work well together.  For Question 13 the null hypothesis is rejected at the .05 level of 
significance indicating that there is a dependency between professional position of the 
respondents and whether respondents believe that if elected School Boards in Virginia 
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had taxing authority, School Boards would raise more revenue for operations than they 
receive under the current system.  The null hypothesis is rejected at the .05 level of 
significance for Question 15 indicating a dependency between professional position of 
the respondents and whether respondents believed that School Boards in Virginia would 
view obtaining taxing authority as a positive or a negative.   
Relationship of Survey Question Answers to Region of the State 
In addition to being coded for professional position held, respondents’ survey 
returns were also coded for geographic area of the state in which the respondents were 
located.  The four geographic areas used for analysis are Central Virginia, Eastern 
Virginia, Northern Virginia, and Southwest Virginia.  The null hypothesis is that the 
region of the state in which the respondent is located is independent of the answers to 
each of the other survey questions.     
The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 1 at the .10 level of significance 
indicating that there could be some dependency between the region of the state and the 
respondents’ ranking of the quality of K-12 education in Virginia relative to other 
states.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 3 at the .05 level of significance 
indicating dependency between the region of the state and the respondent’s ranking of 
the quality of K-12 education in the respondent’s locality.  The same was true for 
Question 5 at the .05 level of significance indicating that there is dependency between 
region of the state and whether the respondents believe that City Councils/Boards of 
Supervisors and School Boards in their community work well together.  The null 
hypothesis is rejected for Question 12 at the .05 level of signficance.  This indicates a 
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dependency between region of the state and whether respondents believe that School 
Boards with taxing authority would be more responsive to the will of the electorate.  
The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 14 at the .05 level of significance indicating 
a dependency between region of the state and whether respondents believed that City 
Councils/Boards of Supervisors would view School Boards obtaining taxing authority 
as a positive or a negative.  Similarly, the null hypothesis is rejected at the .10 level of 
significance for Question 15 indicating a possible dependency between region of the 
state and whether respondents believed that School Boards in Virginia would view 
obtaining taxing authority as a positive or a negative.  The null hypothesis is rejected for 
Question 18 at the .05 level of significance.  This indicates that there is dependency 
between the region of the state and whether respondents believe that limits should be 
placed on how much a School Board should levy in real property tax should they obtain 
that authority.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 19 at the .05 level of 
significance indicating a dependency between region of the state and whether 
respondents believe that there are too many political hurdles for School Boards in 
Virginia to become fiscally independent.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 
20 at the .10 level of significance.  There may also be a dependency between region of 
the state and whether respondents believe that there are too many legal, 
intergovernmental, and procedural issues to be overcome for elected School Boards in 
Virginia to become fiscally independent.  
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Joint Variables 
A.  Relationship of Answers to Survey Question to City Council/Board of 
Supervisors Members by Region 
 
The null hypothesis in this section is that the region of the state in which the 
City Council/Board of Supervisors member is located is independent of the answers to 
each of the other survey questions. 
The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 1 at the .05 level of significance 
indicating that there is dependency between the responses of City Council/Board of 
Supervisors members’ answers to Question 1 and the region of the state in which they 
are located.  Question 1 asks for the ranking by the respondents of the quality of K-12 
education in Virginia relative to other states.  The null hypothesis is rejected for 
Question 2 at the .05 level of significance indicating that there is dependency between 
the responses of City Council/Board of Supervisors members’ answers to Question 2 
and the region of the state in which they are located.  Question 2 asks for the ranking by 
the respondents of the quality of K-12 education in their respective region of Virginia.  
The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 11 at the .10 level of significance indicating 
that there may be dependency between the responses of City Council/Board of 
Supervisors members’ answers to Question 11 and the region of the state in which they 
are located.  Question 11 asks whether elected School Boards in Virginia should 
continue to remain fiscally dependent or should become fiscally independent.  The null 
hypothesis is rejected for Question 12 at the .05 level of significance indicating 
dependency between the responses of City Council/Board of Supervisors members’ 
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answers to Question 12 and the region of the state in which they are located.  Question 
12 asks whether elected School Boards with taxing authority would be more responsive 
to the electorate’s will.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 17 at the .05 level 
of significance indicating that there is dependency between the responses of City 
Council/Board of Supervisors members’ answers to Question 17 and the region of the 
state in which they are located.  Question 17 asks, “If School Boards in Virginia 
obtained real estate taxing authority for the purpose of funding K-12 education, should 
limits be placed on how much tax the School Board could levy?”  The null hypothesis is 
rejected for Question 18 at the .10 level of significance telling us that there may be 
dependency between the responses of City Council/Board of Supervisors members’ 
answers to Question 18 and the region of the state in which they are located.  Question 
18 asks, “If School Boards in Virginia obtained real estate taxing authority for the 
purpose of funding K-12 education, should cities and counties in those localities be 
required to relinquish the real estate tax as a source of revenue?”  The null hypothesis is 
rejected for Question 19 at the .05 level of significance indicating dependency between 
the responses of City Council/Board of Supervisors members’ answers to Question 19 
and the region of the state in which they are located.  Question 19 asks whether there 
are too many political hurdles to be overcome for School Boards in Virginia to become 
fiscally independent.   
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B. Relationship of Answers to Survey Questions and City/County Chief 
Administrators by Region as a Variable 
 
The Chi-square values obtained in this analysis are intended to tell us if answers 
to the survey questions by City/County Chief Administrators are dependent on region of 
the state where they are located.  The null hypothesis is that the region of the state in 
which the City/County Chief Administrator is located is independent of the answers to 
each of the survey questions. 
The only question for which the null hypothesis was rejected was Question 9 at 
the .10 level of significance.  This indicates that there may be a dependency between the 
responses of City/County Chief Administrators answers to Question 9 and the region of 
the state in which they are located.  Question 9 asks whether City Councils/Boards of 
Supervisors perform a valuable service in reviewing the proposed Operating Budget of 
school systems each year.   
C. Relationship of Answers to Survey Questions and School Board 
Members by Region 
 
The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 2 at the .05 level of significance 
indicating that there is dependency between the responses of School Board members’ to 
Question 2 and the region of the state in which they are located.  Question 2 asks for the 
ranking by the respondents of the quality of K-12 education in their respective region of 
Virginia.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 3 at the .05 level of significance 
indicating that there is dependency between the responses of School Board members’ to 
Question 3 and the region of the state in which they are located.  Question 3 asks for the 
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ranking by the respondents of the quality of K-12 education in their respective locality.  
The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 4 at the .10 level of significance indicating 
that there may be dependency between the responses of School Board members to 
Question 4 and the region of the state in which they are located.  Question 4 asks 
respondents whether City Councils/Boards of Supervisors in Virginia work well with 
School Boards.  Similarly, the null hypothesis is rejected for Question 5 at the .05 level 
of significance indicating that there is dependency between the responses of School 
Board members to Question 5 and the region of the state in which they are located.  
Question 5 asks respondents whether City Councils/Boards of Supervisors in their own 
community work well with the School Boards in their community.  The null hypothesis 
is rejected for Question 9 at the .05 level of significance indicating that there is 
dependency between the responses of School Board members’ to Question 9 and the 
region of the state in which they are located.  Question 9 asks respondents whether City 
Councils/Boards of Supervisors perform a valuable service in reviewing the proposed 
Operating Budget of school systems each year.  The null hypothesis is rejected for 
Question 11 at the .10 level of significance indicating that there may be dependency 
between the responses of School Board members’ answers to Question 11 and the 
region of the state in which they are located.  Question 11 asks whether elected School 
Boards in Virginia should continue to remain fiscally dependent or should become 
fiscally independent.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 14 at the .05 level of 
significance indicating that there is dependency between the responses of School Board 
members’ to Question 14 and the region of the state in which they are located.  
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Question 14 asks respondents whether City Councils/Boards of Supervisors would view 
School Boards becoming fiscally independent as a positive or a negative.  The null 
hypothesis is rejected for Question 15 at the .05 level of significance indicating that 
there is dependency between the responses of School Board members’ to Question 15 
and the region of the state in which they are located.  Question 15 asks respondents 
whether School Boards in Virginia would view School Boards becoming fiscally 
independent as a positive or a negative.  The null hypothesis is rejected for Question 17 
at the .05 level of significance indicating that there is dependency between the 
responses of School Board members’ answers to Question 17 and the region of the state 
in which they are located.  Question 17 asks, “If School Boards in Virginia obtained 
real estate taxing authority for the purpose of funding K-12 education, should limits be 
placed on how much tax the School Board could levy?”  The null hypothesis is rejected 
for Question 18 at the .10 level of significance indicating that there may be dependency 
between the responses of School Board members’ answers to Question 18 and the 
region of the state in which they are located.  Question 18 asks, “If School Boards in 
Virginia obtained real estate taxing authority for the purpose of funding K-12 education, 
should cities and counties in those localities be required to relinquish the real estate tax 
as a source of revenue?”         
D. Relationship of Answers to Survey Questions to School Superintendents 
by Region 
 
 None of the survey questions recorded a Chi-square value that caused us to 
reject the null hypothesis at either the .10 or the .05 level of significance using School 
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Superintendents by region as a variable.  This indicates that none of the answers to the 
survey received from School Superintendents were affected by region of the state in 
which Superintendents are located. 
Survey and Data Analysis Summary 
 Several strong statistical relationships resulted from the analysis that would be 
opportunities for additional analyses and publishing in the future.  First there is the 
dependency between the population of the locality in which the survey respondent 
resides and their ranking of the quality of K-12 education in Virginia compared to other 
states.  How do survey respondents in larger localities view the quality of Virginia’s K-
12 educational system differently from survey respondents in less populated localities 
and why?  Similarly there is a dependency between the population of the locality in 
which the survey respondent resides and whether they feel that if Virginia School 
Boards obtained taxing authority, they should have tax limitations placed upon them.  
Why do the opinions on this survey question vary by population of the locality in which 
the respondent resides? 
 Interestingly there is dependence between how a survey respondent’s locality 
chooses its School Board (elected, appointed, or both) and whether respondents felt that 
local City Councils/Boards of Supervisors should have more or less responsibility for 
reviewing proposed School Board budgets.  Perhaps the method for choosing local 
School Boards in each locality has partially resulted from respondents’ views on the 
degree of budget review needed.  There is also a dependency between how a survey 
respondent’s locality chooses its School Board members and whether respondents feel 
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that there are too many procedural and legal issues to be overcome for School Boards 
ever to get taxing authority in Virginia.  More research is necessary to explain this 
relationship.     
 There is a dependency between the professional position held by the survey 
respondent and how well they believe that School Boards and local governing bodies 
work together.  How do the four professional position classifications view the School 
Board/local government working relationship differently?  The respondent’s 
professional position was also dependent with their belief of how local School Boards 
would view obtaining taxing authority, as a negative or a positive.  More research is 
needed to determine how School Board members themselves feel about the prospect of 
obtaining taxing authority.   
 A dependency was noted between the survey respondent’s region of the state 
and their opinion of the quality of K-12 education in their locality.  More research is 
needed to determine which regions of the state view their K-12 educational system 
positively and which negatively, and why?  Also dependent were region of the state and 
how well respondents felt that their School Board and local governing body work 
together.  Further analyses of differences between regions of the state on this question 
would be interesting.  Respondents’ opinions also varied by region of the state 
regarding how City Councils/Boards of Supervisors view School Boards obtaining 
taxing authority, negatively or positively.  Why do opinions on this question vary by 
region of the state?   
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 There is also a dependency between respondents’ region of the state and whether 
they believe that School Boards with taxing authority should have tax limitations placed 
upon them.  We should try to understand why this varies by region of the state.  
Respondents’ region of the state also has a significant impact on whether respondents 
believe that there are too many political hurdles for School Boards in Virginia to obtain 
taxing authority.  How does this vary by region?  
 Almost all of the questions above have similar dependencies when analyzed by 
professional position held and region of the state except for one professional position.  
Oddly, the analysis of School Superintendents together with region of the state in which 
they are located, does not show any significant dependency with any of the questions on 
the survey.  Why are the dependencies for School Superintendents by region different 
from the dependencies of the other three classifications of professional position by 
region?  And how does region of the state affect the opinions of the other three 
professional positions? 
The focus of this dissertation is the question, “To what degree do local 
government officials in Virginia support fiscal autonomy for locally elected School 
Boards in the state?”  Questions 11 through 16 in the survey were designed to answer 
this question.  Question 11 in the survey is stated as: 
 In Virginia localities where all School Board members are elected, the School 
 Board should: 
□ Continue to be fiscally dependent obtaining its funds from an appropriation by 
 the City Council or Board of Supervisors – 52% 
□ Be fiscally independent by having School Board taxing authority to raise its 
own local revenues for education – 48% 
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 Respondents to this question narrowly favor School Boards continuing to be fiscally 
dependent on their City Council or Board of Supervisors.  Chi-square values do not 
indicate significant differences in answers when considering the professional position of 
the respondent, the respondent’s years of service, the respondent’s locality’s population, 
whether his/her School Board members are elected or appointed, or whether the 
respondent has prior experience with School Boards having taxing authority.    
Question 12 in the survey is stated as: 
 
 If elected School Boards in Virginia had taxing authority to fund K-12 education: 
□ They would be more responsive to the electorate’s will on K-12 education -  
56% 
□ It would not significantly change the responsiveness of the School Boards – 
32% 
□ They would be less responsive to the electorate’s will on K-12 education – 12% 
 
 A large portion of the respondents to this question believe that School Boards would 
be more responsive to the electorate if the School Board had taxing authority.  It is 
interesting to note that the Chi-square values for this question indicate that there is a 
dependency between the geographical location of the respondents and their answers.   
Question 13 in the survey is stated as: 
 If elected School Boards in Virginia had taxing authority to fund K-12 education: 
□ They would raise more local funding than they get now for K-12 education – 
47% 
□ Taxing authority would not significantly change how much local funding the 
School Board will obtain – 38% 
□  They would not raise as much local funding as they get now for K-12 
education – 15% 
 
 A substantial portion of the respondents to this question believe that School Boards 
in Virginia would increase the amount of local funding for K-12 education by obtaining 
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taxing authority.  The Chi-square values for this question indicate that professional 
position of the respondent as well as years served in their professional position have a 
significant impact on the answers of the respondents.    
Question 14 in the survey is stated as: 
 
 On the issue of School Boards in Virginia obtaining taxing authority for the 
purpose of  funding  K-12 education, City Councils and Boards of Supervisors in 
the state: 
□ Despite avoiding a potentially controversial issue, would not wish to lose their 
funding authority – 73%  
□ Would view it as neither a positive or a negative – 12% 
□ Despite a loss of funding authority, would welcome the opportunity to avoid a 
potentially controversial issue – 15% 
 
 A very large majority of the respondents to this question do not believe that City 
Councils or Boards of Supervisors would be willing to give up their authority over K-12 
education.  Chi-square values for this question indicate that answers to this question 
vary by geographical location of the respondent.   
Question 15 in the survey is stated as: 
 
 On the issue of local School Boards in Virginia obtaining taxing authority for the 
  purpose of funding K-12 education, School Boards: 
□ Despite taking on a potentially controversial issue, would want to gain funding 
authority for education – 67% 
□ Would view it as neither a positive or a negative – 10% 
□ Despite not having funding authority, would rather avoid a potentially 
controversial issue – 23% 
 
The flip side of the previous survey question is that a large majority of the 
respondents believe that School Boards in Virginia want fiscal independence.  
Interestingly, the Chi-square values indicate that answers to this question vary by 
professional position of the respondent.   
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Question 16 in the survey is stated as: 
 
.  If School Boards in Virginia were able to raise their own revenues for education, 
then K-12 students in the state would: 
□ Receive a better education than they do currently – 31% 
□ There would be no significant change in the quality of K-12 education in 
Virginia – 59% 
□ Receive a worse education than they do currently – 10% 
 
Question 16 is the most important single question in the survey in answering the 
research question, “To what degree do local government officials in Virginia support 
fiscal autonomy for locally elected School Boards in the state.”  For if local government 
officials do not believe that fiscal independence for School Boards will improve the 
quality of K-12 education in the state, then it will be difficult for local government 
officials to make the case for fiscal independence of School Boards to the General 
Assembly.  As one can see, a majority of the respondents do not believe that the quality 
of K-12 education would change with fiscal independence of School Boards.  It is 
interesting to note that Chi-square values indicate that how a respondent’s School Board 
is seated as well as the respondent’s prior experience with School Boards having taxing 
authority, each have a significant impact on the answers of the respondents.   
The answers by respondents to Questions 11 through 16 indicate that 
respondents believe that elected School Boards in Virginia want fiscal independence 
and that City Councils and Boards of Supervisors do not want to give up their 
responsibility for funding K-12 education.  This could create potentially adversarial 
roles for School Boards and City Councils/Boards of Supervisors on the question of 
taxing authority for locally elected School Boards.   
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A majority of respondents also feel that School Boards in the state could raise 
more local funding for K-12 education if they were fiscally independent.  However, 
respondents in the aggregate feel that School Boards in Virginia should continue to be 
fiscally dependent on their City Council or Board of Supervisors.   
 To summarize the survey and data analysis in a more general way, it is apparent 
from the answers to all of the questions that respondents to the survey generally have a 
high opinion of the current state of K-12 education in Virginia and have a high opinion 
of K-12 education in their particular city or county.  Respondents also believe that if 
School Boards in Virginia obtained taxing authority, the quality of K-12 education in 
Virginia would not significantly change.  Over half of the survey respondents believe 
that City Councils and Boards of Supervisors perform a valuable review of operating 
budgets submitted by School Boards.  In addition, 70% or more of respondents believe 
that there are too many political hurdles, or that there are too many legal, 
intergovernmental, and procedural hurdles for Virginia School Boards to obtain taxing 
authority in the near future.  In the same vein only 9.4% of respondents could envision 
Virginia School Boards obtaining taxing authority in the near future, 48.6% could 
envision School Boards obtaining taxing authority in the distant future, and 42.0% 
could not envision School Boards ever obtaining taxing authority. 
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School Board Survey 
 
 
Educational Quality: 
(please circle the number that best fits) 
One of 
the 
worst 
 
One of 
the 
Best 
1. Please rate the overall quality of K-12 education in 
Virginia relative to other states: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. Please rate the overall quality of K-12 education in 
your region of Virginia: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. Please rate the overall quality of K-12 education in 
your locality: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Local Government and School Board 
Relations:  
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree
Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
4. Generally, City Councils/Boards of Supervisors and School 
Boards in Virginia work well together: □ □ □ □ □ □ 
5. Generally, City Councils/Boards of Supervisors and School 
Boards in my community work well together: □ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
Local Government and School Board Relations (cont.): 
 
6.  Elected School Boards in Virginia: 
□ Have improved local government in Virginia since 1992 
□ Have had no effect on the quality of local government in Virginia     
□ Are a detriment to good local government in Virginia 
 
7.  Under which institutional arrangement is the educational system the most efficient?   
Where School Board members are: 
□ All elected 
□ All appointed by the City Council or Board of Supervisors 
□ Some School Board members are elected and some appointed 
□ The process for becoming a School Board member does not significantly impact the efficiency of the  
 K-12 educational system 
 
8.  Under which institutional arrangement is the quality of education the highest? 
Where School Board members are: 
□ All elected 
□ All appointed by the City Council or Board of Supervisors 
□ Some School Board members are elected and some appointed 
□ The process for becoming a School Board member does not significantly impact the quality of the  
 K-12 educational system 
 
Public School Funding: 
 
9.  In appropriating annual operating funds to Virginia School Boards, City Councils or  
 the Boards of Supervisors: 
□ Unnecessarily complicate the funding process for education 
□ Have no significant impact on funding for K-12 education funding in Virginia   
□ Perform a valuable review of the School Board’s annual budget request 
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10.  In considering the School Board’s proposed budget each year, City Council or the 
 Board of Supervisors: 
□ Should have greater authority to review the details of the proposed School Board budget than is 
     currently allowed under state law  
□ Have about the right amount of review authority now  
□ Should have less authority to review the details of the proposed School Board budget than is 
         currently allowed under state law  
 
Elected School Boards and Funding Education: 
 
11. In Virginia localities where all School Board members are elected, the School 
 Board should: 
□ Continue to be fiscally dependent obtaining its funds from an appropriation by 
 the City Council or Board of Supervisors 
□ Be fiscally independent by having School Board taxing authority to raise its own 
  local revenues for education 
  
12. If elected School Boards in Virginia had taxing authority to fund K-12 education: 
□ They would be more responsive to the electorate’s will on K-12 education 
□ It would not significantly change the responsiveness of the School Boards 
□ They would be less responsive to the electorate’s will on K-12 education 
 
13. If elected School Boards in Virginia had taxing authority to fund K-12 education: 
□ They would raise more local funding than they get now for K-12 education 
□ Taxing authority would not significantly change how much local funding the School Board  
 will obtain 
□  They would not raise as much local funding as they get now for K-12 education 
 
14. On the issue of School Boards in Virginia obtaining taxing authority for the purpose 
  of funding K-12 education, City Councils and Boards of Supervisors in the state: 
□ Despite avoiding a potentially controversial issue, would not wish to lose their funding authority  
□ Would view it as neither a positive or a negative 
□ Despite a loss of funding authority, would welcome the opportunity to avoid a potentially 
  controversial issue 
 
15. On the issue of local School Boards in Virginia obtaining taxing authority for the 
  purpose of funding K-12 education, School Boards: 
□ Despite taking on a potentially controversial issue, would want to gain funding authority for 
 education 
□ Would view it as neither a positive or a negative 
□ Despite not having funding authority, would rather avoid a potentially controversial issue  
 
16.  If School Boards in Virginia were able to raise their own revenues for education, then  
       K-12 students in the state would: 
□ Receive a better education than they do currently 
□ There would be no significant change in the quality of K-12 education in Virginia 
□ Receive a worse education than they do currently 
 
Revenue Policy: 
 
17. If School Boards in Virginia obtained the real property tax for the purpose of  funding  K-12 
education: 
□ Limits should be placed on the level of real property taxes that they may levy 
□ No limits should be placed on the level of real property taxes that they may levy  
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18. If local School Boards in Virginia obtain the real property tax to fund K-12 education: 
□ Cities and counties in Virginia should be required to give up the real property tax as a revenue source 
□ Cities and counties in Virginia should be allowed to retain the real property tax as a revenue source 
 
School Board Taxing Authority Viability: Strongly Disagree Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree
Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
19. There are too many political hurdles to be overcome in 
order for elected School Boards in Virginia to become fiscally 
independent. 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 
20. There are too many legal, intergovernmental, and 
procedural issues to be overcome for elected School Boards in 
Virginia to become fiscally independent. 
□ □ □ □ □ □ 
 
21. I can envision elected School Boards in Virginia becoming fiscally independent: 
□ In the near future 
□ In the distant future 
□ Never 
 
Demographics 
 
22. How many years have you served in your current position in the state of Virginia? 
      □ More than 16 years   □ 13-16 years   □ 9-12 years   □ 5-8 years   □ 4 years or less 
 
23. What is the population of your city or county? 
 □ Over 100,000         □ 40,000 to 99,999         □ 20,000 to 39,999         □ 19,999 or less 
 
24. In my city or county: 
□ All School Board members are elected 
□ All School Board members are appointed by the City Council or Board of Supervisors 
□ Some School Board members are elected and some are appointed  
 
25. In my personal or professional life: 
□ I have had experience in localities where School Boards have taxing authority  
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Survey Response Frequency Table 
|-------------------| 
|        Key        | 
|-------------------| 
|     frequency     | 
|  row percentage   | 
| column percentage | 
|-------------------| 
Educational Quality: 
 
1. Please rate the overall quality of K-12 education in Virginia relative to other states:                  
 
 
                     | One of                     One of  | 
                     | the worst  2          3          4          5    the best|     Total 
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
BOS and City Council |         1          5         44         92         59         20 |       221  
                     |      0.45       2.26      19.91      41.63      26.70       9.05 |    100.00  
                     |     50.00      71.43      58.67      41.26      29.50      17.09 |     35.42  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
       Co/City Admin |         0          0          7         29         22          3 |        61  
                     |      0.00       0.00      11.48      47.54      36.07       4.92 |    100.00  
                     |      0.00       0.00       9.33      13.00      11.00       2.56 |      9.78  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Board |         1          2         23         93         95         59 |       273  
                     |      0.37       0.73       8.42      34.07      34.80      21.61 |    100.00  
                     |     50.00      28.57      30.67      41.70      47.50      50.43 |     43.75  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Supts |         0          0          1          9         24         35 |        69  
                     |      0.00       0.00       1.45      13.04      34.78      50.72 |    100.00  
                     |      0.00       0.00       1.33       4.04      12.00      29.91 |     11.06  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
               Total |         2          7         75        223        200        117 |       624  
                     |      0.32       1.12      12.02      35.74      32.05      18.75 |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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2. Please rate the overall quality of K-12 education in your region of Virginia: 
 
         
                                       
                     |   One of                 One of  | 
                     |  the worst  2          3          4          5    the best|     Total 
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
BOS and City Council |         2          8         57         72         62         25 |       226  
                     |      0.88       3.54      25.22      31.86      27.43      11.06 |    100.00  
                     |     66.67      61.54      57.00      36.73      27.68      26.04 |     35.76  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
       Co/City Admin |         0          2         11         24         20          6 |        63  
                     |      0.00       3.17      17.46      38.10      31.75       9.52 |    100.00  
                     |      0.00      15.38      11.00      12.24       8.93       6.25 |      9.97  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Board |         1          3         30         84        108         48 |       274  
                     |      0.36       1.09      10.95      30.66      39.42      17.52 |    100.00  
                     |     33.33      23.08      30.00      42.86      48.21      50.00 |     43.35  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Supts |         0          0          2         16         34         17 |        69  
                     |      0.00       0.00       2.90      23.19      49.28      24.64 |    100.00  
                     |      0.00       0.00       2.00       8.16      15.18      17.71 |     10.92  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
               Total |         3         13        100        196        224         96 |       632  
                     |      0.47       2.06      15.82      31.01      35.44      15.19 |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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3. Please rate the overall quality of K-12 education in your locality:              
                                                                                  
       
                     |   One of                                                 One of  | 
                     |   the worst        2          3          4          5    the best|     Total 
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
BOS and City Council |         7         14         41         55         62         47 |       226  
                     |      3.10       6.19      18.14      24.34      27.43      20.80 |    100.00  
                     |     58.33      66.67      52.56      39.86      29.95      26.55 |     35.70  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
       Co/City Admin |         0          4         10         16         16         18 |        64  
                     |      0.00       6.25      15.63      25.00      25.00      28.13 |    100.00  
                     |      0.00      19.05      12.82      11.59       7.73      10.17 |     10.11  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Board |         5          3         25         54        106         81 |       274  
                     |      1.82       1.09       9.12      19.71      38.69      29.56 |    100.00  
                     |     41.67      14.29      32.05      39.13      51.21      45.76 |     43.29  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Supts |         0          0          2         13         23         31 |        69  
                     |      0.00       0.00       2.90      18.84      33.33      44.93 |    100.00  
                     |      0.00       0.00       2.56       9.42      11.11      17.51 |     10.90  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
               Total |        12         21         78        138        207        177 |       633  
                     |      1.90       3.32      12.32      21.80      32.70      27.96 |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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Local Government and School Board Relations: 
 
 
 
4. Generally, City Councils/Boards of Supervisors and School Boards in Virginia work well together:    
 
                                                                                        
                     |Strongly                   Somewhat   Somewhat            Strongly| 
                     | agree         Disagree    disagree     agree      Agree    agree |     Total 
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
BOS and City Council |        19         30         43         80         49          4 |       225  
                     |      8.44      13.33      19.11      35.56      21.78       1.78 |    100.00  
                     |     52.78      46.88      35.25      31.75      33.79      40.00 |     35.77  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
       Co/City Admin |         2          9         19         19         14          0 |        63  
                     |      3.17      14.29      30.16      30.16      22.22       0.00 |    100.00  
                     |      5.56      14.06      15.57       7.54       9.66       0.00 |     10.02  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------|---------- 
        School Board |        10         21         49        119         67          5 |       271  
                     |      3.69       7.75      18.08      43.91      24.72       1.85 |    100.00  
                     |     27.78      32.81      40.16      47.22      46.21      50.00 |     43.08  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Supts |         5          4         11         34         15          1 |        70  
                     |      7.14       5.71      15.71      48.57      21.43       1.43 |    100.00  
                     |     13.89       6.25       9.02      13.49      10.34      10.00 |     11.13  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
               Total |        36         64        122        252        145         10 |       629  
                     |      5.72      10.17      19.40      40.06      23.05       1.59 |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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5. Generally, City Councils/Boards of Supervisors and School Boards in my community work well 
together: 
 
                                                                                        
                     |Strongly                   Somewhat   Somewhat            Strongly| 
                     | agree         Disagree    disagree     agree      Agree    agree |     Total 
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
BOS and City Council |        23         30         25         52         68         30 |       228  
                     |     10.09      13.16      10.96      22.81      29.82      13.16 |    100.00  
                     |     46.94      54.55      37.31      34.44      34.52      26.09 |     35.96  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
       Co/City Admin |         4          3         11         10         25         10 |        63  
                     |      6.35       4.76      17.46      15.87      39.68      15.87 |    100.00  
                     |      8.16       5.45      16.42       6.62      12.69       8.70 |      9.94  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Board |        16         20         25         69         85         58 |       273  
                     |      5.86       7.33       9.16      25.27      31.14      21.25 |    100.00  
                     |     32.65      36.36      37.31      45.70      43.15      50.43 |     43.06  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Supts |         6          2          6         20         19         17 |        70  
                     |      8.57       2.86       8.57      28.57      27.14      24.29 |    100.00  
                     |     12.24       3.64       8.96      13.25       9.64      14.78 |     11.04  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
               Total |        49         55         67        151        197        115 |       634  
                     |      7.73       8.68      10.57      23.82      31.07      18.14 |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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6. Elected School Boards in Virginia:  
 
 
                     |   Have       Have had       Are a        | 
                     |improved      no effect    detriment      |     Total 
---------------------+------------------------------------------|--------- 
BOS and City Council |        53         73         86          |       212  
                     |     25.00      34.43      40.57          |    100.00  
                     |     22.84      37.63      49.14          |     35.27  
---------------------+------------------------------------------|---------- 
       Co/City Admin |         8         25         29          |        62  
                     |     12.90      40.32      46.77          |    100.00  
                     |      3.45      12.89      16.57          |     10.32  
---------------------+------------------------------------------|---------- 
        School Board |       151         69         42          |       262  
                     |     57.63      26.34      16.03          |    100.00  
                     |     65.09      35.57      24.00          |     43.59  
---------------------+------------------------------------------|---------- 
        School Supts |        20         27         18          |        65  
                     |     30.77      41.54      27.69          |    100.00  
                     |      8.62      13.92      10.29          |     10.82  
---------------------+------------------------------------------|---------- 
               Total |       232        194        175          |    601  
                     |     38.60      32.28      29.12          |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00          |    100.00  
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7. Under which institutional arrangement is the educational system the most efficient?  Where are 
School Board members:      
 
                 
    |   All         All           Some      the Process does | 
                     | elected      appointed     elected     not Impact   |     Total 
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+----------------------- 
BOS and City Council |        58        104         13          51   |       226  
                     |     25.66      46.02       5.75       22.57   |    100.00  
                     |     24.37      49.76      37.14       34.46   |     35.87  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------------ 
       Co/City Admin |         8         35          2          18   |        63  
                     |     12.70      55.56       3.17       28.57   |    100.00  
                     |      3.36      16.75       5.71       12.16   |     10.00  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------------ 
        School Board |       144         43         19          65   |       271  
                     |     53.14      15.87       7.01       23.99   |    100.00  
                     |     60.50      20.57      54.29       43.92   |     43.02  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------------ 
        School Supts |        28         27          1          14   |        70  
                     |     40.00      38.57       1.43       20.00   |    100.00  
                     |     11.76      12.92       2.86        9.46   |     11.11  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------------ 
               Total |       238        209         35         148   |       630  
                     |     37.78      33.17       5.56       23.49   |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00      100.00  |    100.00  
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8. Under which institutional arrangement is the quality of education the highest?  Where School 
Board member are: 
 
                      
    |   All         All           Some      the Process does | 
                     | elected      appointed     elected     not Impact   |     Total 
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+---------- |------------ 
BOS and City Council |        58         93         15          58   |       224  
                     |     25.89      41.52       6.70       25.89   |    100.00  
                     |     24.37      50.54      41.67       35.37   |     36.01  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------------ 
       Co/City Admin |        11         29          3          20   |        63  
                     |     17.46      46.03       4.76       31.75   |    100.00  
                     |      4.62      15.76       8.33       12.20   |     10.13  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------------ 
        School Board |       145         39         17          66   |       267  
                     |     54.31      14.61       6.37       24.72   |    100.00  
                     |     60.92      21.20      47.22       40.24   |     42.93  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------------ 
        School Supts |        24         23          1          20  |        68  
                     |     35.29      33.82       1.47       29.41   |    100.00  
                     |     10.08      12.50       2.78       12.20   |     10.93  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------------ 
               Total |       238        184         36         164   |       622  
                     |     38.26      29.58       5.79       26.37   |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00      100.00   |    100.00  
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Public School Funding: 
 
 
 
9. In appropriating annual operating funds to Virginia School Boards, City Councils or Board of 
Supervisors: 
 
                           
                   Unnecessarily     Have no     Perform     |  
                     | complicate        significant valuable  | 
                     |                    Impact  review  |    Total 
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
BOS and City Council |        28          23         181   |       232  
                     |     12.07        9.91       78.02   |    100.00  
                     |     11.52       53.49       53.55   |     37.18  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |         8           4          49   |        61  
                     |     13.11        6.56       80.33   |    100.00  
                     |      3.29        9.30       14.50   |      9.78  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
        School Board |       154          14          94   |       262  
                     |     58.78        5.34       35.88   |    100.00  
                     |     63.37       32.56       27.81   |     41.99  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------------ 
        School Supts |        53           2          14   |        69  
                     |     76.81        2.90       20.29   |    100.00  
                     |     21.81        4.65        4.14   |     11.06  
---------------------+---------------------------------+---------------------------  
               Total |       243          43         338  |        624  
                     |     38.94        6.89       54.17  |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00      100.00   |    100.00  
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10.  In considering the School Board’s proposed budget each year, City Councils or the Board of 
Supervisors: 
                       
                     | Should have    Have about  Should have | 
                     |greater authority the same  less authority |   Total 
---------------------+---------------------------------+-----------------|------------ 
BOS and City Council |       141          88           3   |       232  
                     |     60.78       37.93        1.29   |    100.00  
                     |     76.22       26.99        2.36   |     36.36  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |        36          25           1   |        62  
                     |     58.06       40.32        1.61   |    100.00  
                     |     19.46        7.67        0.79   |      9.72  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------------- 
        School Board |         8         179          87   |       274  
                     |      2.92       65.33       31.75   |    100.00  
                     |      4.32       54.91       68.50   |     42.95  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------------- 
        School Supts |         0          34          36   |        70  
                     |      0.00       48.57       51.43   |    100.00  
                     |      0.00       10.43       28.35   |     10.97  
---------------------+---------------------------------+---------- 
               Total |       185         326         127   |       638  
                     |     29.00       51.10       19.91   |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00      100.00   |    100.00  
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Elected School Boards and Funding Education: 
 
 
11.  In Virginia localities where all School Board members are elected, the School Board should: 
                      
 
                      | Continue to  Be fiscally 
                      | be fiscally  independent 
 | dependent    |     Total 
---------------------+----------------------+-------------------- 
BOS and City Council |       159          72  |       231  
                     |     68.83       31.17  |    100.00  
                     |     48.18       24.00  |     36.67  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |        27          37  |        64  
                     |     42.19       57.81  |    100.00  
                     |      8.18       12.33  |     10.16  
---------------------+----------------------+-------------------- 
        School Board |       122         143  |       265  
                     |     46.04       53.96  |    100.00  
                     |     36.97       47.67  |     42.06  
---------------------+----------------------+-------------------- 
        School Supts |        22          48  |        70  
                     |     31.43       68.57  |    100.00  
                     |      6.67       16.00  |     11.11  
---------------------+----------------------+-------------------- 
               Total |       330         300  |       630  
                     |     52.38       47.62  |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00  |    100.00  
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12. If elected School Boards in Virginia had taxing authority to fund K-12 education: 
 
 
                     | Would be   Would not  Would be less 
                     | more responsive   change      responsive  |     Total 
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------ 
BOS and City Council |       109          66          51   |       226  
                     |     48.23       29.20       22.57   |    100.00  
                     |     31.32       33.17       66.23   |     36.22  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------ 
       Co/City Admin |        43          14           4   |        61  
                     |     70.49       22.95        6.56   |    100.00  
                     |     12.36        7.04        5.19   |      9.78  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------ 
        School Board |       145         101          21   |       267  
                     |     54.31       37.83        7.87   |    100.00  
                     |     41.67       50.75       27.27   |     42.79  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------ 
        School Supts |        51          18           1   |        70  
                     |     72.86       25.71        1.43   |    100.00  
                     |     14.66        9.05        1.30   |     11.22  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------ 
               Total |       348        199         77 |       624  
                     |     55.77      31.89      12.34 |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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13. If elected School Boards in Virginia had taxing authority to fund K-12 education: 
                        
 
                       Would raise  Would not  Would not 
                 | more funding   change  raise as much |     Total 
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------------ 
BOS and City Council |       104          72          49   |       225  
                     |     46.22       32.00       21.78   |    100.00  
                     |     35.49       30.90       52.13   |     36.29  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------------ 
       Co/City Admin |        35          18           9   |        62  
                     |     56.45       29.03       14.52   |    100.00  
                     |     11.95        7.73        9.57   |     10.00  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
        School Board |       117         112          34   |       263  
                     |     44.49       42.59       12.93   |    100.00  
                     |     39.93       48.07       36.17   |     42.42  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------------ 
        School Supts |        37          31           2   |        70  
                     |     52.86       44.29        2.86   |    100.00  
                     |     12.63       13.30        2.13   |     11.29  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
               Total |       293         233          94  |       620  
                     |     47.26       37.58       15.16   |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00      100.00   |    100.00  
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14. On the issue of School Boards in Virginia obtaining taxing authority for the purpose of funding 
K-12 education City Councils and Boards of Supervisors in the state: 
                
          
                 |   Would not wish View neither  Would  
|   losing funding positive/negative   welcome |     Total 
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
BOS and City Council |       147          33           45  |       225  
                     |     65.33       14.67        20.00  |    100.00  
                     |     32.52       45.83        46.88  |     36.29  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |        31          10           21  |        62  
                     |     50.00       16.13        33.87  |    100.00  
                     |      6.86       13.89        21.88  |     10.00  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
        School Board |       216          24           24  |       264  
                     |     81.82        9.09         9.09  |    100.00  
                     |     47.79       33.33        25.00  |     42.58  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------------ 
        School Supts |        58           5            6  |        69  
                     |     84.06        7.25         8.70  |    100.00  
                     |     12.83        6.94         6.25  |     11.13  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
               Total |       452          72           96  |       620  
                     |     72.90       11.61        15.48  |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00        100.00  |    100.00  
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15. On the issue of local School Boards in Virginia obtaining taxing authority for the purpose of 
funding K-12 education, School Boards: 
 
 
                 | Would want  View neither  would rather 
 | to gain  positive/negative      avoid   |     Total 
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------------ 
BOS and City Council |       152          18           48  |       218  
                     |     69.72        8.26        22.02  |    100.00  
                     |     37.25       28.57        34.04  |     35.62  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |        39           2           20  |        61  
                     |     63.93        3.28        32.79  |    100.00  
                     |      9.56        3.17        14.18  |      9.97  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
        School Board |       168          41           56  |       265  
                     |     63.40       15.47        21.13  |    100.00  
                     |     41.18       65.08        39.72  |     43.30  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
        School Supts |        49           2           17  |        68  
                     |     72.06        2.94        25.00  |    100.00  
                     |     12.01        3.17        12.06  |     11.11  
---------------------+---------------------------------+----------------------------- 
               Total |       408          63          141  |       612  
                     |     66.67       10.29        23.04  |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00       100.00  |    100.00  
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16. If School Boards in Virginia were able to raise their own revenues for education, then K-12 
students in the state would: 
 
 
                     | Receive better    No    Receive worse 
                 | education    change     education   |     Total 
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------ 
BOS and City Council |        2         165         35   |       224  
                     |     10.71       73.66      15.63   |    100.00  
                     |     12.50       45.08      59.32   |     36.30  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------ 
       Co/City Admin |         9          50          3   |        62  
                     |     14.52       80.65       4.84   |    100.00  
                     |      4.69       13.66       5.08   |     10.05  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------ 
        School Board |       118         125         20   |       263  
                     |     44.87       47.53       7.60   |    100.00  
                     |     61.46       34.15      33.90   |     42.63  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------ 
        School Supts |        41          26          1   |        68  
                     |     60.29       38.24       1.47   |    100.00  
                     |     21.35        7.10       1.69   |     11.02  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------------ 
               Total |       192         366         59   |       617  
                     |     31.12       59.32       9.56   |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00     100.00   |    100.00  
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Revenue Policy: 
 
 
17. If School Boards in Virginia obtained the real property tax for the purpose of funding K-12 
education: 
 
                                            
                     | Limits placed  No limits   |     Total 
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------- 
BOS and City Council |       186          35   |       221  
                     |     84.16       15.84   |    100.00  
                     |     40.00       23.33   |     35.93  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |        41          21   |        62  
                     |     66.13       33.87   |    100.00  
                     |      8.82       14.00   |     10.08  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------- 
        School Board |       202          62   |       264  
                     |     76.52       23.48   |    100.00  
                     |     43.44       41.33   |     42.93  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------- 
        School Supts |        36          32   |        68  
                     |     52.94       47.06   |    100.00  
                     |      7.74       21.33   |     11.06  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------- 
               Total |       465         150   |       615  
                     |     75.61       24.39   |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00   |    100.00  
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18. If local School Boards in Virginia obtain the real property tax to fund K-12 education: 
 
 
                     |Required to  Allowed to  | 
                     |give up revenue keep revenue |     Total 
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------ 
BOS and City Council |        24        200   |       224  
                     |     10.71       89.29   |    100.00  
                     |     13.41       48.19   |     37.71  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |         1          62   |        63  
                     |      1.59       98.41   |    100.00  
                     |      0.56       14.94   |     10.61  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------- 
        School Board |       112         129   |       241  
                     |     46.47       53.53   |    100.00  
                     |     62.57       31.08   |     40.57  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------- 
        School Supts |        42          24   |        66  
                     |     63.64       36.36   |    100.00  
                     |     23.46        5.78   |     11.11  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------- 
               Total |       179         415   |       594  
                     |     30.13       69.87   |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00   |    100.00  
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19. There are too many political hurdles to be overcome in order for elected School Boards in 
Virginia to become fiscally independent. 
 
 
    |Strongly       Somewhat    Somewhat    Strongly | 
                     |disagree    Disagree    disagree      agree       Agree    agree  |     Total 
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
BOS and City Council |        12         15         21         43         63         71 |       225  
                     |      5.33       6.67       9.33      19.11      28.00      31.56 |    100.00  
                     |     31.58      25.86      32.31      32.33      33.51      50.35 |     36.12  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
       Co/City Admin |         4          6          7         13         22         11 |        63  
                     |      6.35       9.52      11.11      20.63      34.92      17.46 |    100.00  
                     |     10.53      10.34      10.77       9.77      11.70       7.80 |     10.11  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Board |        17         26         31         59         86         48 |       267  
                     |      6.37       9.74      11.61      22.10      32.21      17.98 |    100.00  
                     |     44.74      44.83      47.69      44.36      45.74      34.04 |     42.86  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Supts |         5         11          6         18         17         11 |        68  
                     |      7.35      16.18       8.82      26.47      25.00      16.18 |    100.00  
                     |     13.16      18.97       9.23      13.53       9.04       7.80 |     10.91  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
               Total |        38         58         65        133        188        141 |       623  
                     |      6.10       9.31      10.43      21.35      30.18      22.63 |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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20. There are too many legal, intergovernmental, and procedural issues to be overcome for elected 
School Boards in Virginia to become fiscally independent. 
 
 
    |Strongly       Somewhat     Somewhat    Strongly | 
                     |disagree    Disagree    disagree      agree       Agree    agree  |     Total 
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
BOS and City Council |        12         21         18         43         60         69 |       223  
                     |      5.38       9.42       8.07      19.28      26.91      30.94 |    100.00  
                     |     30.00      25.93      27.69      30.07      36.36      55.20 |     36.03  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
       Co/City Admin |         2         12          7         20         12         10 |        63  
                     |      3.17      19.05      11.11      31.75      19.05      15.87 |    100.00  
                     |      5.00      14.81      10.77      13.99       7.27       8.00 |     10.18  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Board |        19         32         32         64         80         38 |       265  
                     |      7.17      12.08      12.08      24.15      30.19      14.34 |    100.00  
                     |     47.50      39.51      49.23      44.76      48.48      30.40 |     42.81  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
        School Supts |         7         16          8         16         13          8 |        68  
                     |     10.29      23.53      11.76      23.53      19.12      11.76 |    100.00  
                     |     17.50      19.75      12.31      11.19       7.88       6.40 |     10.99  
---------------------+------------------------------------------------------------------+---------- 
               Total |        40         81         65        143        165        125 |       619  
                     |      6.46      13.09      10.50      23.10      26.66      20.19 |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
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21. I can envision School Boards in Virginia becoming fiscally independent: 
                
 
    |In near       In distance 
                     |future      future       Never  |     Total 
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------- 
BOS and City Council |        15         84         128  |       227  
                     |      6.61      37.00       56.39  |    100.00  
                     |     25.42      27.63       48.67  |     36.26  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |         8         32          24  |        64  
                     |     12.50      50.00       37.50  |    100.00  
                     |     13.56      10.53        9.13  |     10.22  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------- 
        School Board |        27        147          92  |       266  
                     |     10.15      55.26       34.59  |    100.00  
                     |     45.76      48.36       34.98  |     42.49  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------- 
        School Supts |         9         41           19  |        69  
                     |     13.04      59.42       27.54  |    100.00  
                     |     15.25      13.49        7.22  |     11.02  
---------------------+---------------------------------+------------------- 
               Total |        59        304         263  |       626  
                     |      9.42      48.56       42.01  |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00      100.00  |    100.00  
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Demographics: 
 
22. How many years have you served in your current position in the State of Virginia? 
 
 
                     |  More than          4 years 
                     |  16 years  13 -16 yrs     9 – 12 yrs   5 – 8 yrs  or less |     Total 
---------------------+-------------------------------------------------------+----------------- 
BOS and City Council |        32         15          42         54         89  |       232  
                     |     13.79       6.47       18.10      23.28      38.36  |    100.00  
                     |     39.51      31.91       39.25      33.75      36.63  |     36.36  
---------------------+-------------------------------------------------------+------------------ 
       Co/City Admin |        19          8          10         11         15  |        63  
                     |     30.16      12.70       15.87      17.46      23.81  |    100.00  
                     |     23.46      17.02        9.35       6.88       6.17  |      9.87  
---------------------+-------------------------------------------------------+------------------ 
        School Board |        19         21          43         81        110  |       274  
                     |      6.93       7.66       15.69      29.56      40.15  |    100.00  
                     |     23.46      44.68       40.19      50.63      45.27  |     42.95  
---------------------+-------------------------------------------------------+------------------ 
        School Supts |        11          3          12         14         29  |        69  
                     |     15.94       4.35       17.39      20.29      42.03  |    100.00  
                     |     13.58       6.38       11.21       8.75      11.93  |     10.82  
---------------------+-------------------------------------------------------+------------------ 
               Total |        81         47         107        160        243  |       638  
                     |     12.70       7.37       16.77      25.08      38.09  |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00      100.00     100.00     100.00  |    100.00  
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23. What is the population of your City or County? 
 
 
        | over     40,000 to    20,000 to 19,000 
                     | 100,000,     99,000      39,999  or less |     Total 
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------ 
BOS and City Council |        29         60         69          74  |       232  
                     |     12.50      25.86      29.74       31.90  |    100.00  
                     |     30.53      40.00      40.59       33.48  |     36.48  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |         9         14         15          25  |        63  
                     |     14.29      22.22      23.81       39.68  |    100.00  
                     |      9.47       9.33       8.82       11.31  |      9.91  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------ 
        School Board |        45         63         70          94  |       272  
                     |     16.54      23.16      25.74       34.56  |    100.00  
                     |     47.37      42.00      41.18       42.53  |     42.77  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------- 
        School Supts |        12         13         16          28  |        69  
                     |     17.39      18.84      23.19       40.58  |    100.00  
                     |     12.63       8.67       9.41       12.67  |     10.85  
---------------------+--------------------------------------------+------------------- 
               Total |        95        150        170         221  |       636  
                     |     14.94      23.58      26.73       34.75  |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     100.00      100.00  |    100.00  
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24.  In my City or County: 
 
                    
                     | All School  All School   Some School Brd 
| Board Elected   Brd. Appointed  Elected/Appointed |     Total 
---------------------+---------------------------------+--------------------------------------- 
BOS and City Council |       195          34            2    |       231  
                     |     84.42       14.72         0.87    |    100.00  
                     |     37.28       35.05        13.33    |     36.38  
---------------------+---------------------------------+---------------------------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |        51          11            1    |        63  
                     |     80.95       17.46         1.59    |    100.00  
                     |      9.75       11.34         6.67    |      9.92  
---------------------+---------------------------------+---------------------------------------- 
        School Board |       219          42           12    |       273  
                     |     80.22       15.38         4.40    |    100.00  
                     |     41.87       43.30        80.00    |     42.99  
---------------------+---------------------------------+---------------------------------------- 
        School Supts |        58          10            0    |        68  
                     |     85.29       14.71         0.00    |    100.00  
                     |     11.09       10.31         0.00    |     10.71  
---------------------+---------------------------------+---------------------------------------- 
               Total |       523          97           15    |       635  
                     |     82.36       15.28         2.36    |    100.00  
                     |    100.00      100.00       100.00    |    100.00  
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25. In my personal or professional life: 
 
 
                     |Have experienced  Have not 
                     |Sch. Brd. Taxing    experienced taxing  |     Total 
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------------------- 
BOS and City Council |        51          179    |       230  
                     |     22.17        77.83    |    100.00  
                     |     36.96        36.02    |     36.22  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------------------- 
       Co/City Admin |        17         45     |        62  
                     |     27.42      72.58    |    100.00  
                     |     12.32       9.05     |      9.76  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------------------- 
        School Board |        51        223     |       274  
                     |     18.61      81.39     |    100.00  
                     |     36.96      44.87     |     43.15  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------------------- 
        School Supts |        19         50     |        69  
                     |     27.54      72.46     |    100.00  
                     |     13.77      10.06     |     10.87  
---------------------+----------------------+------------------------------------- 
               Total |       138        497     |       635  
                     |     21.73      78.27     |    100.00  
                     |    100.00     100.00     |    100.00 
 
Population of   How Respondent's Respondent's Experi-
   Office Held by The Years Served in Respondent    School Board Is ence with Indepenent
       Respondent Current Office Locality          Seated    School Boards
 
Question Chi-square Pr Chi-square Pr Chi-square Pr Chi-square Pr Chi-square Pr
1 99.6549 0.000 23.0542 0.286 22.4959 0.095 ** 9.0889 0.524 5.4595 0.362
2 51.6915 0.000 28.9006 0.09 ** 60.6579 0 15.8533 0.104 3.7689 0.583
3 51.3287 0.000 10.8685 0.95 36.2622 0.002 * 12.1044 0.278 6.0232 0.304
4 23.231 0.079 ** 22.0561 0.337 20.968 0.138 16.8615 0.077 ** 11.9333 0.036 *
5 27.283 0.027 * 26.359 0.154 12.8415 0.615 40.0425 0 11.4966 0.042 *
6 84.162 0.000 22.9615 0.003 * 3.8438 0.698 53.9109 0 14.4109 0.001 *
7 87.1188 0.000 37.7296 0 16.4601 0.058 ** 57.2576 0 7.6503 0.062 **
8 75.41 0.000 34.6292 0.001 * 12.0667 0.21 66.4247 0 5.5556 0.135
9 173.8177 0.000 8.3791 0.397 5.4823 0.484 7.0515 0.133 0.2539 0.881
10 308.7064 0.000 12.646 0.125 6.4917 0.37 10.7914 0.029 * 10.2807 0.006 *
11 44.322 0.000 0.2971 0.99 3.5749 0.311 2.8463 0.241 2.3295 0.127
12 46.1634 0.000 7.0147 0.535 4.8339 0.565 2.5799 0.63 0.0563 0.972
13 22.0814 0.001 * 15.7038 0.047 * 2.9943 0.81 3.5114 0.476 1.7437 0.418
14 41.2828 0.000 5.5975 0.692 1.7731 0.939 2.7941 0.593 0.6484 0.723
15 18.5098 0.005 * 12.4289 0.133 5.0941 0.532 3.5371 0.472 0.8155 0.665
16 109.5837 0.000 7.211 0.514 2.2863 0.892 10.3173 0.035 * 10.7252 0.005 *
17 30.8542 0.000 5.9941 0.2 14.944 0.002 * 1.2528 0.535 3.8886 0.049 *
18 130.2541 0.000 3.1761 0.529 3.5234 0.318  0.6747 0.714 13.6137 0
19 22.1396 0.104 19.0851 0.516 14.6414 0.478 10.7824 0.375 7.3294 0.197
20 42.9616 0.000 20.2064 0.445 17.266 0.303 20.5345 0.025 * 14.7356 0.012 *
21 32.4754 0.000 11.0371 0.2 4.2744 0.64 11.8412 0.019 * 8.125 0.017 *
22 35.6927 0.000 2.60E+03 0 4.1693 0.98 5.8713 0.662 4.4275 0.351
23 6.0028 0.740 4.1693 0.98 1.90E+03 0  19.0329 0.004 * 7.6566 0.054 **
24 9.3516 0.155 5.8713 0.662 19.0329 0.004 * 1.30E+03 0 3.1691 0.205
25 4.139 0.247 4.4275 0.351 7.6566 0.054 ** 3.1691 0.205 637 0
*   Correlation at the .05 level of significance.
**  Correlation at the .10 level of significance.  
Chi-square Values by Variable 
   for Each Survey Question 
 
155 
Geographical Location    BoS/City Council School Board   City/County CAO's   Superintendents
      of Respondent Members by Location Members by Location        by Location       by Location
Question Chi-square Pr Chi-square Pr Chi-square Pr Chi-square Pr Chi-square Pr
1 24.761 0.053 ** 29.7704 0.013 * 18.089 0.258 12.0027 0.213 6.5869 0.68
2 45.3935 0 31.8411 0.007 * 35.5538 0.002 * 10.9719 0.531 12.7665 0.173
3 29.6628 0.013 * 20.537 0.152 29.0876 0.016 * 14.2084 0.288 9.3921 0.402
4 16.2316 0.367 18.8427 0.221 22.3781 0.098 ** 8.2003 0.769 15.0753 0.446
5 29.6938 0.013 * 19.7741 0.181 26.7731 0.031 * 13.6062 0.556 15.8927 0.393
6 2.3357 0.886 3.7594 0.709 9.4594 0.149 3.6234 0.727 4.5418 0.604
7 2.9344 0.967 4.4795 0.877 7.1745 0.619 5.6617 0.773 9.0926 0.429
8 13.2127 0.153 8.6906 0.466 13.5821 0.138 7.9152 0.543 10.6353 0.302
9 1.6861 0.946 1.2082 0.976 13.8341 0.032 * 11.4879 0.074 ** 5.5685 0.473
10 4.0957 0.664 3.9177 0.688 3.7662 0.708 4.9522 0.55 6.1312 0.105
11 4.35 0.226 6.679 0.083 ** 6.6698 0.083 ** 3.1754 0.365 4.4879 0.213
12 16.5582 0.011 * 15.2868 0.018 * 7.1377 0.308 5.8967 0.435 5.236 0.514
13 4.8778 0.56 6.3214 0.388 5.7122 0.456 4.7586 0.575 6.0012 0.423
14 14.4748 0.025 * 10.39 0.109 13.8912 0.031 * 2.1459 0.906 4.8358 0.565
15 12.2543 0.057 ** 4.1444 0.657 15.2265 0.019 * 4.2884 0.638 5.9282 0.431
16 6.5725 0.362 7.3786 0.287 6.0515 0.417 5.003 0.543 8.146 0.228
17 23.4361 0 7.9916 0.046 * 10.4966 0.015 * 4.1332 0.247 4.2485 0.236
18 13.2669 0.004 * 6.4016 0.094 ** 7.2113 0.065 ** 2.7495 0.432 1.0628 0.786
19 29.7363 0.013 * 32.289 0.006 * 13.158 0.59 19.3984 0.196 11.0949 0.746
20 24.8293 0.052 ** 16.2495 0.366 19.0566 0.211 15.8852 0.39 13.9372 0.53
21 5.1061 0.53 9.8458 0.131 2.957 0.814 1.1841 0.978 2.1041 0.91
22 19.6521 0.074 ** 13.7328 0.318 18.8601 0.092 ** 12.9036 0.376 12.8164 0.383
23 88.2344 0 41.6282 0 49.8929 0  7.5859 0.576 12.246 0.2
24 37.919 0 23.7062 0.001 * 29.4286 0  6.8829 0.332 2.4343 0.487
25 3.434 0.329 1.4447 0.695 4.0862 0.252 0.2593 0.967 2.6345 0.451
*   Correlation at the .05 level of significance.
**  Correlation at the .10 level of significance.
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CHAPTER 7 POLICY DUSCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
For many years education has been a priority for state and local government in 
Virginia and it will continue to be so into the foreseeable future.  Article VIII of the 
Virginia Constitution is entirely devoted to the education of the state’s citizens and how 
education is to be delivered to the citizens by state and local government.  Over the 
years elected official after elected official has spoken on the affect of the quality of the 
state’s system of education on the quality of life for Virginia’s citizens.  That the quality 
of our education affects every aspect of our lives.   
For decades the state system for funding local school systems has relied on 
revenues supplied by the three primary levels of government, federal, state and local.  
Inherent in this system was the assumption that School Boards in Virginia were a quasi-
governmental agency, a second tier governmental agency like the local Planning 
Commission, Board of Zoning Appeals, or Board of Real Estate Equalization.  School 
Boards were not elected, but were appointed by City Councils and Boards of 
Supervisors like so many other appointed boards and commissions.  This is a carryover 
from the Progressive Movement of the early 1900’s when the ruling elite citizens did 
not believe that the general electorate did a good job of choosing their elected 
representatives.       
That all changed in 1992.  In an effort to make School Boards in Virginia more 
responsive to the electorate, the General Assembly passed legislation to allow the local 
election of School Boards.  Today almost 80% of the School Boards in the state are 
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elected by the same electorate that elects the local City Council in cities and Board of 
Supervisors in counties.  Many elected School Boards in Virginia now consider 
themselves the equal of their elected local government counterparts. 
The better argument is the one for granting taxing authority to locally elected 
School Boards in the state.  The local School Board is now elected by the same 
electorate as the City Council and the Board of Supervisors.  It may be no longer 
appropriate for the local governing body to act as the paternal filter between local 
taxpayers and the funding necessary for operating the local school system.  As we have 
seen, a true democracy requires power and resources to be shared with the governors by 
the governed.  Granting taxing authority to School Boards in Virginia is a prerequisite 
for this relationship to exist relative to the governance of schools.   
If elected School Boards in Virginia obtain taxing authority there will be a more 
direct connection between the citizens, their taxes, and how those taxes are spent for the 
education of their children.  This will certainly enhance accountability and 
responsiveness between the electorate and their School Board.  Elected School Boards 
in Virginia now have the responsibility for the quality of the school system without 
controlling the means to accomplish the goals of the school system.   
If democracy is a social contract as discussed earlier in this paper, then the 
parties to this contract relative to schools should be the electorate and the School Board.  
The voters should elect School Board members, supply the funds to the School Board 
necessary to operate the school system, and then hold the School Board accountable.  
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The School Board should be responsible for providing the quality of education that the 
electorate desires. 
However, Virginia currently has a relatively uncomplicated system of funding 
local schools in comparison to other states.  The system seems to be working 
adequately.  Much work will be required by proponents of taxing authority for elected 
School Boards to overcome the inertia of a system that is working adequately and that is 
relatively easy for citizens to understand.  As a General Assembly member and a School 
Board member said, a grassroots political movement will be necessary for the General 
Assembly to consider legislation to get a constitutional amendment on a statewide 
referendum.       
Conclusion 
 
 In the future the issue of providing taxing authority to local School Boards in 
Virginia is a topic that may mature to the point that it is ready for public debate.  This 
debate will involve General Assembly members, local elected officials and the public at 
large in Virginia.  It should begin with the public.   
 To help these parties to take an informed position on the topic, this dissertation 
has studied the school funding systems used in other states, identified the issues 
associated with those funding systems, applied the research to Virginia’s system of 
government, has surveyed and analyzed responses from almost eighteen hundred 
Virginia local government officials, has analyzed the financial impact of School Board 
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taxing authority on local governments, and has interviewed parties knowledgeable on 
the subject.   
 Interviews with elected officials in the state brought home the political reality of 
this undertaking.  Obtaining taxing authority for local School Boards in Virginia would 
have to overcome formidable political challenges.  First would be the tendency on the 
part of General Assembly members to take no action on an issue unless they observe a 
movement to do so among voters and local elected officials.  Secondly, there is the 
lengthy political process for changing the Virginia Constitution that prevents whimsical 
changes to the structure of state government.  Third, there will be opposition from some 
City Council/Board of Supervisors members who do not want to relinquish the power 
that appropriating the local school budget provides them.  Fourth, will be opposition 
from some School Board members in the state who do not want the responsibility and 
accountability that will accompany obtaining the ability to raise revenues for the local 
school system.   
 On the other hand, arguing in favor of School Boards in Virginia obtaining 
taxing authority is the opinion of Zeigler, Jennings and Peak cited once again: 
In spite of the obvious perils, political decisions are--as long as we remain 
committed to democracy--logically superior to technical decisions.  If we are 
going to maintain the trappings of democracy in education, then the realities of 
democracy should be achieved.  …  Boards are the mechanism whereby schools 
can be made more responsive to their constituents.  Whatever the perils that 
more responsive schools may bring, the costs of insulation from the community 
are greater.182 
 
                                                 
182 Jennings, M. Kent, Peak, G. Wayne and Zeigler, L. Harmon, “Governing America’s Schools,” Chapter 
1, Duxbury Press, (North Scituate: 1974).   
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 But we have learned from the interview of former Delegate Brickely who 
sponsored legislation in 1992 to allow elected School Boards in the state, that he never 
envisioned taxing authority as being a necessary second step in the process.  We have 
also seen that the initiative to allow locally elected School Boards in the state was a 
local initiative that took years to develop and gain enough support to be approved by the 
General Assembly.   
 In this dissertation the research question, “To what degree do local government 
officials in Virginia support fiscal autonomy for locally elected School Boards in the 
state?,” has been answered.  By a slim majority local government officials in Virginia 
believe that School Boards should continue to be fiscally dependent on their City 
Council or Board of Supervisors for funding.  A majority of these local government 
officials also believe that if School Boards in Virginia obtained taxing authority, the 
quality of K-12 education in the state would not significantly change.  Interestingly, the 
survey respondents strongly felt that School Board members want to be fiscally 
independent while City Council/Board of Supervisors members do not want School 
Boards to be fiscally independent.   
Democracy is a system that responds to the voters.  So while it has been argued 
that elected School Boards in Virginia with taxing authority would be a better form for 
governing our local school systems, local government officials and the voters must 
initiate this change as they did prior to 1992.  Thus far, the voters have not responded to 
this issue, and until they do no action should or will be taken.     
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VIRGINIA’S  REGIONS 
        
    
Southwest Virginia Northern Virginia Central Virginia Eastern Virginia 
       
Counties Cities Counties Cities Counties Cities Counties Cities 
Alleghany Bedford City Arlington Alexandria City Albemarle Charlottesville City Accomack Chesapeake City 
Amherst Bristol City Augusta Buena Vista City Amelia Colonial Heights City Essex Hampton City 
Appomattox Covington City Bath Fairfax City Brunswick Emporia City Gloucester Newport News City 
Bedford Danville City Clarke Falls Church City Buckingham Franklin City Isle of Wight Norfolk City 
Bland Galax City Fairfax Fredericksburg City Caroline Hopewell City James City Co. Poquoson City 
Botetourt Lynchburg City Fauquier Harrisonburg City Charles City Co Petersburg City King & Queen Portsmouth City 
Buchanan Martinsville City Frederick Lexington City Charlotte Richmond City King George Suffolk City 
Campbell Norton City Highland Manassas City Chesterfield  Lancaster Virginia Beach City 
Carroll Radford City Loudoun Manassas Park City Culpepper  Mathews Williamsburg City 
Craig Roanoke City Page Staunton City Cumberland  Middlesex  
Dickerson Salem City Prince William Waynesboro City Dinwiddie  Northampton  
Floyd  Rockbridge Winchester City Fluvanna  Northumberland  
Franklin  Rockingham  Goochland  Richmond  
Giles  Shenandoah  Greene  Surry  
Grayson  Spotsylvania  Greensville  Westmoreland  
Henry  Stafford  Halifax  York  
Lee  Warren  Hanover    
Montgomery    Henrico    
Patrick    King William    
Pittsylvania    Louisa    
Pulaski    Lunenburg    
Roanoke    Madison    
Russell    Mecklenburg    
Scott    Nelson    
Smyth    New Kent    
Tazewell    Nottoway    
Washington    Orange    
Wise    Powhatan    
Wythe    Prince Edwards    
    Prince George    
    Rappahannock    
    Southampton    
    Sussex    
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Question 
Years Served by 
Respondent in 
Professional 
Position 
(1) 
Population of 
Respondent’s 
Locality 
(2) 
School Board 
Members are 
Elected, 
Appointed, Both 
(3) 
Personal or 
Professional 
Experience with 
School Boards 
Having Taxing 
Authority 
(4) 
Professional 
Position of the 
Respondent 
(5) 
Geographical 
Location of the 
Respondent 
(6) 
5 and 6 
Together by 
Each 
Professional 
Position 
1  .10    .10 .05 
2 .10      .05 
3  .05    .05 .05 
4   .10 .05 .10  .10 
5    .05 .05 .05 .05 
6 .05   .05    
7  .10  .10    
8 .05       
9       .05, .10 
10   .05 .05    
11       .10 
12      .05 .05 
13 .05    .05   
14      .05 .05 
15     .05 .10 .05 
16   .05 .05    
17    .05   .05 
18  .05    .05 .10 
19      .05 .05 
20   .05 .05  .10  
21   .05 .05    
22        
23        
24  .05      
25        
Chi-square Values 
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 Leon T. Johnson 
10428 Kings Grant Drive 
Richmond, Virginia  23233 
Office:  804-501-4288 
Home:804-741-9374 
Email:  Joh13@co.henrico.va.us 
 
Biographical  
Leon Thomas Johnson was born in Portsmouth, VA on April 3, 1952.  His citizenship is 
in the United States.  He has worked in Virginia local government for thirty-four years 
with the City of Portsmouth, City of Suffolk and currently with the County of Henrico.  
He has held the positions of Director of Finance, Assistant City Manager and Deputy 
County Manager, among others.   
 
Articles 
Henrico’s Electronic Staff Meeting, Virginia Review, January/February 1996, Volume 
71 Number 1.  Leon T. Johnson and John W. Thornton, Jr. 
 
The Richmond Center – A Regional Success, Virginia Review, March/April 2003, 
Volume 81 Number 2.  Leon T. Johnson 
 
Education/Certifications 
1974 – Bachelor of Science in Finance – Old Dominion University. 
1986 – International City/County Management Association Certificate in Management. 
1990 – Master of Science in Public Administration – Old Dominion University. 
1992 – Senior Executive Institute – University of Virginia. 
1994 – Leadership Hampton Roads. 
1999 – Federal Emergency Management Agency Emergency Management Institute. 
2007 – Designated a Credentialed Manager by the International City/County 
Management Association.   
 
Honor Societies 
Member of Pi Alpha Alpha public policy honor society since 2003. 
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Current Professional Memberships 
International City/County Management Association. 
Vice-Chair Virginia Association of Counties/Virginia Municipal League Other Post               
Employment Benefits Trust Fund. 
Virginia Municipal League Finance Policy Committee. 
Virginia Local Government Management Association. 
 
